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Summary Minutes of the
Klamath River Basin Fisheries Task Force

meeting, March 30-31, 1993
Klamath Falls, Oregon

Members Present: Kent Bulfinch, Mitch Farro, Leaf Hillman, Bill Shake, Nat
Bingham, Rod Mclnnis, Mike Orcutt, George Thackeray, Keith Wilkinson, Barbara
Holder, Forrest Reynolds, Tom Stokely, (Bob Rohde for Leaf Hillman)

Absentees: Walter Lara, Jr., Don DeVol

March 30, 1993

Agenda items 1. 2 and 3: Call to order and adoption of agenda, introductions,
introductory comments.

Bill Shake called the meeting to order at 1:00 po. Welcomed all to meeting.
Gave a briefing for the purpose of the meeting, emphasizing that the upper
basin plan amendment document was out for review and that the Task Force would
be taking public comments later in the evening.

Orcutt asked to include discussion of the salmon seasons.

Motion to adopt the agenda (Attachment 1) carried.

Agenda item 4: Adoption of minutes from February 3-4. 1993, meeting^

Motion to approve minutes of the February meeting carried.

Agenda item 5: Report on Clinton Administration Jobs Bill.

Shake reported that the House of Representatives has passed the bill and it/is
now in the Senate for' consideration. He said that the' UVS. FisTTand Wildlifes'-"'
Service - Region 1 submitted proposals f or =work: amounting to $26 million
(including approximately $4.5 million for fisheries programs). The programs
in the State of Washington would receive $1,067,000, programs in Oregon will
receive $404,000, and programs in California would receive $2.7 million. He
said that some of the funds will be used in the Klamath Basin. Shake indicated
that he wants the Task Force involved in the project recommendation process in
some practical way.

Holder reported that the U.S. Forest Service - Klamath National Forest
submitted proposals for $600,000 in ecosystem restoration work. She said
these projects tie in well with the long range plan. She also said that,
because of the short proposal development process, some projects don't have
adequate NEPA documents or proper engineering.

When asked how the Task Force project selection process could be integrated
into the Jobs Bill project selection process, Shake said it would be difficult
to do because of the short turn around time. He said that as soon as we get
firm funding targets we can send out more specific project proposals for
review by Task Force members. He said that a Task Force might be able to hold
a conference call to review these project proposals and provide input.

Bingham suggested utilizing the Fiscal Year 1993 list of ranked project
proposals. Holder suggested having staff develop a list of proposals
submitted by all agencies working in the basin.
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*** Action ***

KRFRO will compile a list of Jobs Bill project proposals by all agencies.
This list will be sent to Task Force members prior to the June meeting.

Agenda item 6: Upper Klamath Basin issues (J. Crawford).

Dave Vogel briefed the Task Force on the intent of the Ecosystem Restoration
Plan for the Upper Klamath Basin, developed by the Klamath Basin Hater Users
Protective Association. He said that the plan focuses on problem solutions
and is intended to serve as a catalyst to develop a comprehensive recovery
plan. It is also meant to assist the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS)
in development and implementation of their recovery plan. He also stated that
the plan doesn't focus on single limiting factors for recovery of the
ecosystem. He described some of the recommendations for recovery, such as
offsite water storage development and implementation of wetlands restoration
pilot projects. He said that the plan advocates improved resource management
through CRMPs, riparian habitat restoration, integrated and improved water
utilization, and water conservation measures. L~

John Crawford noted that the Klamath Basin Water Users Protective
Association's Ecosystem Restoration Plan was developed in leu of a restoration
plan to be written by the USFWS. He told the Task Force that they could also
utilize this Ecosystem Restoration Plan by adopting it in leu of the long
range plan amendment document. Crawford asked the Task Force if the upper
basin amendment was a "done deal." To which the reply was no. . He claimed
that the upper basin amendment does not address water quantity solutions. He
stated that the long range plan suggests taking water from the irrigation
supply by dismantling the Klamath River Compact. He stated that offsite
storage would solve many water supply problems. Crawford addressed the issue
of under-representation of upper basin constituents on the Task Force.
Consensus decision making could potentially ;be changedto .majority- vote/ or :_- -
other process, thereby making the representation issue even more significant.."-;••

Shake's response to Crawford's comments included these points;: V) the upper---:;.
basin amendment was not a "done..deal*-:"- 2).---the- Taskr Force -membership-is __j.,
determined in the authorizing legislation (including „ amendments), and 3) it is
not the purpose of the Task Force to dismantle the Klamath River Compact.
Shake said that the upper basin amendment is an effort to develop awareness of
the entire Klamath River ecosystem.

Agenda item 7: Bureau of Reclamation — Report on 1993 operating plan.

Jim Bryant, speaking for the Bureau of Reclamation - Klamath Project (BOR),
indicated that the 1992 precipitation and runoff were well above average for
the upper basin. He said that they project inflow to Upper Klamath Lake to be
120% of normal. BOR anticipates enough water for Class A, B, and C users this
year. Bryant also said that they shouldn't have any trouble meeting lake
elevation levels as identified in the USFWS biological opinion for protecting
the endangered suckers. Lake levels should also be met this fall and next
spring as well.

Bob Rohde pointed out that, now that the drought is considered to be ended,
Pacific Power and Light Company would have to initiate a formal process of
request/notificatiqn/review by FERC prior to reducing flows below the minimum
levels again.
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Agenda item 8: Upper Klamath Basin issues (Elwood Miller).

Miller said that the Klamath Tribe is participating in the Task Force meeting
because they, too, share the responsibility to manage the watershed. He
stated that the Klamath Tribe is concerned because all of the key players are
not yet willing to meet to resolve these issues. Miller said that the Klamath
Compact and this Task Force have the potential to manage and restore the
ecosystem. He also pointed out that the Water User's plan deserves adequate
consideration and some ideas should be considered. When addressing the issue
of under-representation of upper basin interests on the Task Force, he said
that one representative could effectively represent a large group of people.
Miller said that the Klamath Tribe supports the Task Force and the water users
that are willing to work to resolve these problems. "The time is now for all
of us to work together. We hope that you are serious."

Agenda item 9: Public Comment,

(Leigh Johnson), representing Congressman Bob Smith: He pointed out that upper
basin residents are notably concerned with the Klamath River Fishery
Restoration Plan. He stated that he was more comfortable after attending this
Task Force meeting and hearing discussion on the issues; primarily the
consensus decision making process. He also pointed out that it is the desire
of the local constituency to support the Ecosystem Restoration Plan, as
developed by the Klamath Basin Water Users Protective Association (KBWUPA).
He cited offstream storage as a goal that the Task Force should adopt, making
it a mutual goal of all interested parties.

Additional Agenda item: discussion of salmon season.

Orcutt opened the discussion by stating that the Pacific Fisheries Management
Council would soon ;be making a recommendation to the Secretary__of_ Commerce, on
the 1993 Klamath River harvest rates. He pointed out-that ior three years:?̂ :..
spawning escapement for natural spawning Klamath River fall chinook failed to
meet minimum levels. He announced that the Hoopa Valley -Tribe_was_aSlSi_hgithe-_
Secretary of Interior to allow for additional-escapement-; (for a total of
54,000 natural fall chinook) in 1993. Orcutt asked for support from the Task
Force on this position. "'••••------- •-• —. :- -.-.<.:--••- -- >,:,.̂-.,-.-=̂-=̂ .,m=,.,,_

Stokely and Rohde indicated that Trinity County and the Karuk Tribe supported
this position.

Bingham pointed out that the commercial ocean troll industry supported this
conservation strategy in concept, but that the industry could not survive
another harvest reduction.

Wilkinson pointed out that the total commercial ocean harvest of Klamath River
fall chinook in 1992 was only 1,400 fish, compared to the 1992 inriver harvest
of 6,000 fall chinook.

Farro reminded everyone that the 1983 run was also below the "floor" but that
it produced record returns in the mid 1980s.

*** Motion ***

(Orcutt): I move that the Task Force support an escapement of 55,000 natural
spawners and forward this recommendation to the Pacific Fishery Management
Council.



Mclnnis stated that the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) must support
the existing escapement goal of 35,000 natural spawners, and he could not
support the motion.

Shake said that the motion was out of order because the Task Force's
responsibility is restoration not harvest management. He said that it would
circumvent the intentions of the Klamath Act for the Task Force to begin
making harvest recommendations. Shake said that it is within the purview of
the Task Force to prepare a letter to KFMC and PFMC expressing concern that:
1} the floor hasn't been met for three years, 2) there s a significant effort
to restore habitat for those stocks in the basin, and 3) the Task Force
strongly recommends that there be no allowances for fishing into the floor.

*** Motion ***

(Bingham): I move to send a letter to KFMC asking that escapement of 35,000
natural spawners be supported. '•.-,.;._....->

Motion carried. (One abstention).

*** Action ***

Staff will prepare a letter for Task Force Chair's signature, to be hand
carried to the Klamath Fishery Management Council meeting next week.

Meeting adjourned for the afternoon.

March 30. 1993 (Evening Session)

Bill Shake welcomed everyone to the meeting. He introduced himself and asked
all Task Force members to do so. To provide some background, Shake stated
that the Task Force realized while developing^ the^long^range^plan for; the -:---*
fishery restoration program, that the entire Klamath River basin" must be
considered. He said that water quantityT and quality are primary issues__;;;.,:
affecting anadromous fish restoration. He. statedthat,J:he TaskjForce,. wante(l
to include a section of the long range plan that focused on issues impacting
the upper basin. He pointed out that the formal comment—period opened in •
February, 1993, and would close on April 16th. :

Orcutt reminded everyone that the Klamath Tribe supports reintroduction of
anadromous fish into the upper Klamath Basin, and that the Klamath Task Force
endorsed this idea at the outset.

Principal comments made:

o A great willingness to work together to solve these problems.
Encouraged that the Task Force has come to the Klamath Falls area
to discuss these issues.

o The hypereutrophic nature of Upper Klamath Lake has always
existed. Natural conditions of the lake have lead to much of the
problems now identified.

o The upper basin amendment document does not address all of the
issues, primarily water storage.

o The Ecosystem Restoration Plan developed by KBWUPA should be
considered in leu of the upper basin amendment document.

o Agricultural return water is actual cooler than water in the Upper
Klamath Lake.



o Trout in Upper Klamath Lake are a special stock adapted to higher
water temperatures.

o Waterfowl habitat and water needs must also be considered in the
upper basin plan.

o Farmers regularly work to improve wildlife habitat on their lands.

o The amendment, and the issues it raises, are merely a piece of a
much larger restoration picture.

o The upper basin amendment is positively framed and contains much
information.

o Coordination with the State of Oregon is also necessary, and
should warrant a separate section in the document.

o The State of Oregon should be adequately considered. The long
range plan contains many references to State" rules, regulations,
and laws, that will have to be revised to reflect the dual-state
perspective.

o The Task Force should be prepared to demonstrate how the long
range fishery restoration plan relates to other decision making
bodies and plans (i.e. the Klamath Compact, the Ecosystem
Restoration Plan by the Water Users Protective Association, the
USFWS Sucker Recovery Plan). .-,, ,;:

o The opening of the Klamath Falls ecosystem restoration office by
USFWS may be a way to implement better coordination.

o Forest management issues must also be considered if the entire
watershed is to be jr̂ ŝ tored.--Impactŝ  frĵ
of riparian zones thusit ~be addressed.

Dams on the mainstemshould be jremoved >tp..-allow-:access by
migratory fish. - ••----ti.r .:.̂ ~--.̂  ' ~- •-'-- --_::/

Farmers and ranchers must be encouraged to accept the idea that
minimum environmental and habitat standards must be established in
the river. ^.

Local residents preferred access rather than construction of a
hatchery in 1918 when COPCO Dam was constructed.

The Klamath County Commissioners said "no" to the upper basin
amendment.

Predator control should be considered as a means to protect salmon
stocks.

The upper basin amendment will break the Klamath River Compact and
will result in a large scale private property suit.

The upper basin amendment and long range plan are biased and
unscientific.

The upper basin amendment may provide an opportunity to change
laws such as the Klamath Compact.

Ecosystem restoration must be considered, not restoration of part
of the river basin.



o Other public landholders such as the US Forest Service, USFWS, and
Bureau of Land Management must also be represented on the Task
Force. I don't see accountability here.

o The Klamath Falls area generated $205 million in agricultural
related income in 1991, a normal water year.

o Local customs and culture must be protected.

o Many more marshes exist now than at the turn of the century
because of increased Upper Klamath Lake levels and dike systems.

o Large bird population contributes to the overall nutrient levels
of Upper Klamath Lake.

o The Klamath Act has nothing to do with upper basin issues,

o Impacts of ocean rearing conditions must be studied.

o Public land acquisition is not supported by upper Klamath Basin
residents.

o Some of its contents of the Ecosystem Restoration Plan should be
included in the upper basin amendment document.

o The desire to reduce public spending shouldn't be considered an
issue. An example is the recent willingness to spend $14 million
on the Salt Caves proposal.

o The Task Force should consider the document titled "2002." It's a
wish list of restoration strategies, with no funding committed.

o Unless salmon are res.t.ored-to: Oregon, California can pay for it.

o America is not going to permit the salmon to die without putting
forth some sort of a massive effort. - - . - . . _ _ .3,• ̂  .-•-.-.•,

Any water that flows downstream above that which"is needed is-••"• •'-'-'•
wasted. ~ " :" -.•--.-.,--< ---.;——r_...—.- L̂ :; .: :

The Task Force is out of place by telling the local residents
what's best for the local environment.

The ecosystem approach is the only way aquatic resource
restoration efforts will succeed.

The upper Klamath Basin amendment is a good first step but is not
enough.

Adequate flows must be provided for downstream fish needs.
Minimum flows must be allowed in the mainstem Klamath River.

The Task Force should be up-front and honest when discussing the
real "cost" of ecosystem restoration. This restoration can be
accomplished with minimum cost, but there's no such thing as a
free ride. Everyone will have to pay.

We must cooperate in getting additional funding for this
restoration program.

The Ecosystem Restoration Plan is not adequate for an anadromous
fish restoration plan.



o Before the Task Force endorses offsite storage construction, you
should document at least one example of water impoundments
improving environmental conditions resulting in increased fish
production.

o Problems downstream are not "their" problems but "our" problems.

Chairman Shake was asked to publicly denounce a Congressional testimony given
by Mr. Patrick Higgins. Shake indicated that Mr. Higgins was hired as a
consultant to assist in the development of the long range plan document, and
that he does not speak for the Task Force. His response to this request was
that he would ask staff to provide copies of Mr. Higgins1 statement to Task
Force members. He offered to put discussion of this statement on a future
Task Force agenda.

*** Action *** si

Place discussion of Mr. Biggins' letter to Congressman Studds on the agenda
for a future Task Force meeting. •~.-^h^.

~ '.'5 : -' • ..

March 31, 1993 am.

Shake called the meeting to order. Harvey Reading sat in for Forrest
Reynolds. Shake suggested adding an agenda item between items 18 and 19, to
hold a discussion of how to handle the written and oral comments received on.
the upper basin amendment document. <*P5K'>;?

Stokely asked to include discussion of Executive Order 12838, which is to
reduce the number of federal advisory committees.

Agenda item 12; Update on instream flow proposal by Dept. of Interior.

Iverson stated that ; the long range plan Chapter 2 calls for :an assessment ofj;
instream flow needs"for all salmon and steelhead stocks affected by Iron "Gate
Dam. He stated that the Secretary of Interior directed ;thê ^ "USF>JS ahd̂ BOR tpT
pursue an instream flow study for the Klaroath ;River. The efforts-to date-by .
these agencies was to develop a-proposal—for a._sjc.oping.. phase, o.f.. the Study.
Iverson reported that initial scoping session was held. The meeting was
attended by representatives from key agencies, tribes, and local governments.
Iverson said that the meeting was conducted by the Sacramento USFWS office,
and that these flow study experts were waiting to hear from Interior about
continuing this effort. Iverson also said that another instream flow study
initiative being developed for the Klamath involves the Arcata USFWS office
and the Bureau of Indian Affairs. He said they hope to do a study in the
lower Klamath River basin.

Rohde added that the Karuk Tribe attended and read a position statement which
expressed dismay that the Department of Interior was proceeding without
complete consultation with all of the players.

Forrest Reynolds indicated that the California Department of Fish and Game
(CDFG) is concerned that the Instream Flow Incremental Methodology (IFIM)
study technique was the only technique being considered. He suggested that
there are other techniques that would estimate the flow needs for migrating
fish. Reynolds said that IFIM works better for resident fish.



Agenda item 13: Discussion of FY1994 RFP.

Bingham reported that this issue was discussed but not totally resolved at the
February Task Force meeting. He said that discussion at the February meeting
resulted in a proposal being made which allows the Technical Work Group to
assign 10 points for projects employing target groups. The issue that was
left unresolved was whether to assign up to 10 points, or whether to allow
only 0 or 10 points. Bingham also said that discussion of this issue was put
on this meeting's agenda because a couple of key people were not in attendance
at last month's meeting. Bingham noted that the Klamath Act requires giving
hiring preference to "target groups," including Native Americans, fishermen,
and others impacted by the loss of Klamath River fisheries.

Orcutt said he supported assignment of either 0 or 10 points, and not the
sliding scale. Rohde conveyed a message from Ronnie Pierce that she supported
assigning points on a sliding scale because that is how points are given for
all other ranking criteria.

T;:' • •

Discussion ensued about how proposers would be required to document that >they
would employ, or were themselves, target group employees. Farrow said his
motion was originally intended to require documentation, but that this wording
wasn't included in the FY1994 Request For Proposals (RFP). Hillman asked for
clarification on why the motion was even made. It appeared to him that this
action would almost eliminate the need for a budget committee, except for
reviewing funding levels in each restoration category. Bingham agreed that
the budget committee should continue to review the annual work plan as
proposed by the TWG. He stated that the issue before the Task Force was to
decide on how to apply points; sliding scale or 10 points only.

Agenda item 14: Discussion on changing the cyclical RFP funding system.

Rohde said that Walt Lara's concern is that rthe. Task,,.Fqrce.-Tepea.t;.s-.the Jrurried
RFP funding process each year without really identifying~the imineV3Tate~~n~eeds ~
of the basin. Rohde explained that-the Redwood-National Park-ĵ aŝ in.a similar
situation until they had technical staff evaluate the needs and make specific
recommendations. He suggested that inability to fully fund the TWG prevents
the Task Force from having them do the -same thing for the Klamath.Basin
Rohde stated that more money is needed "to fund "this TWG effort~up~front:~ —•

Bingham agreed with Rohde that more money is needed immediately, and suggested
that each Task Force member go to Congress for additional funding. He also
said that the TWG should still consider the process of subbasin planning and
local cooperation.

West said that the TWG would be willing to develop a more specific FY1995 RFP.

Agenda item 14: Public comment.

Principal comments made:

o The Task Force must keep all interested parties involved when
initiating and implementing an ihstream flow study.

o Education of fish and environmental issues must be unbiased.

o The findings from all comments on the upper .basin amendment
document should be published and made available to the public.



o The Task Force should consider the issue of whether the Klamath
Tribe and agriculture workers in the upper basin would be
considered target groups."

The Task Force discussed the issue of unbiased education on fisheries and
environmental issues. Brian Swagerty and Sue Maurer gave a presentation on
what the Siskiyou Office of Education is doing to dovetail their efforts with
the Task Force s to teach students about the value of fish and quality
habitat. Maurer said that they would be seeking funding from other funding
sources and that a letter of support from the Task Force would help. Shake
said that he would ask KRFRO to draft a letter of support. Tracy Liskey
stated that the upper basin residents would like to review this educational
material. Shake told Mr. Liskey that KRFRO staff would send these educational
materials to him when they become available.

*** Action ***

KRFRO will draft a letter of support for use by Siskiyou County Office of
Education when seeking additional funds to augment their watershed restoration
educational materials.

*** Action ***

KRFRO will send draft watershed restoration curricula, as it becomes
available, to upper basin contacts to allow for input from the upper basin
agricultural community.

Agenda item 16: Action item on instreaa flow study.

Orcutt said that the Hoopa Tribe wanted to remind the Department of Interior
of the trust responsibility to the tribes. Reynolds asked if the flow study
was to be done under the auspice.S,.jpf; :"the Task -Force, "-or̂ jlf it,-was merejyr:a-.-_r-~ •••-
USFWS/BOR study. Iverson replied that0 he "couldn't 'answer Reynolds' question^ .-
but that the Secretary of Interior was providing the impetus - for, the. two...... ;
Interior agencies to work together7 ~on this. Reynolds pointed -.out- that .the •- - „'..
State of California has trust authority of the fish populations.--Shake-said ;
that the Secretary of Interior responded to a letter from the Task Force, last
summer, and indicated that he would direct the two interior agencies to -
initiate this instream flow study process. Shake also said that the decision
the Task Force needs to make is to continue or cease the scoping process.

*** Motion ***

(Bingham): I move that we have an additional scoping session to involve upper
Klamath Basin folks and other interested parties, Tribes, Oregon DWR, and
California DWR.

When asked who should hold these scoping sessions, Iverson said that trained
facilitators should conduct these scoping meetings. He said that USFWS staff
in Sacramento would be available for that work. Bingham stated that he would
incorporate that into his motion — staff will arrange for this scoping
meeting and will provide adequate notification that this will occur.

*** Motion carried. ***



Agenda item 17: Action item on target group/proposal ranking process.

*** Motion ***

(Farro): I move that the TWG, within their proposal evaluation and ranking
process, assign up to the 10 points based on the documentation provided by a
proposal, on the compliance with Sec. 2-(3) of PL99-552 of their activities in
the Program. This is identical to the motion made at the last Task Force
meeting.

(Wilkinson): Oregon abstains.

*** Motion carried. ***

Agenda item 18: Action item on how to change the cyclical RFP system.

*** Motion ***

(Holder): I move that we ask the TWG to develop a prototype 1995 RFP which
identifies specific and high priority work needed for each subbasin, with
special attention given to involving existing planning groups such as the
CRMPs.

After some discussion on whether the TWG should write specific work plans for
each subbasin, Holder indicated that her motion was to identify types of work
and not specific projects. Bingham said that he understands what Walt wants,
but that there is not enough staff capability to have these needs identified
for each subbasin. Hillman said that he felt uncomfortable with the motion
until getting clarification from the Yurok Tribe on this issue.
West recommended that the TWG develop a prototype RFP in May, and present it
to the Task Force for evaluation/discussion in June. Reynolds said that would
be OK if the Task Force didn't have .to.Jtake action on it at that time.

*** Motion carried. *** (One abstention.)

Added agenda item: Discussion of how to process the comments recei-ved on the
upper basin amendment document. ..-..— —_.„_,..__„, :V7r,mi-._,..̂ -.. . ...... -

Bingham suggested handling comments on the upper basin amendment by having a
subcommittee review the comments and develop a recommendation to the Task
Force. (The same process used to develop the long range plan.) All members
agreed that the upper basin constituency should meet with a Task Force
committee to consider the amendment document, comments, and other issues such
as Task Force representation.

*** Motion ***

(Bingham): I move that we form a committee of Task Force members to work on
re-drafting the upper Klamath Basin amendment by incorporating public comments
and information contained in the Ecosystem Restoration Plan. This is made
with the understanding that when the upper Klamath Basin folks and the Klamath
Tribe have reconciled their differences on the Ecosystem Restoration Plan,
that three people from the upper Klamath Basin and three people from Task
Force will come back to the Task Force with a report of how to proceed with
implementation of the upper Klamath Basin amendment.

Shake asked for input from John Crawford and Craig Bienz before the Task Force
took action. Crawford replied that this was an acceptable approach as long as
other issues could be discussed, i.e. Task Force representation and the
Ecosystem Restoration Plan. Bienz agreed that this would be acceptable to the
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Klamath Tribe. He asked who would be the third representative from the upper
basin constituency. After much discussion, the Task Force agreed that the
three representatives from the upper basin should be from the Klamath Tribe,
Klamath County, and Modoc County.

*** Motion carried. ***

Agenda item 21 : Status of the Klamath River Information System. (Bill Kier)

Bill Kier gave a status report on the Klamath Information System being
developed for the Task Force with U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)
funding. Kier said that the system will be designed to locate and store water
quality and biological data by indexed stream reaches. He said that this
system could be integrated into a Geographic Information System (CIS). "It's
an empowerment of the restoration program by making a link to the water
quality programs of California." Kier estimated that the contract was about
25% completed.

Agenda item 19: Green Sturgeon project update.

Orcutt reported on the green sturgeon tagging/monitoring project being
implemented by the Hoopa Tribe. He said that tags have been purchased, and a
tagging protocol has been developed. The Hoopa Fisheries Department has
worked out an agreement with the Yurok Tribe to get fish delivered by YuroK
fishermen. -

Agenda item 20: Update on hatchery/wild stock review. (Reynolds)

Reynolds suggested reporting on agenda items 20 and 25 simultaneously. He
said that one of the issues has to do with the effects of artificial
production on natural stocks. He said that the Department has asked for
parties interested in this evaluation effort to get involved. He asked Harvey
Reading to give a report on the-hatchery review- team findings..; Reynolds :sa id ̂
that the report is in draft, and- comments -from the Task̂  Force .would-be--_^sr:^.
accepted until approximately May' 1. _ . . - - - . =

Harvey Reading reported that the hatchery operations of Iron Gate and Trinity
River Hatcheries were evaluated extensively. The report indicates that two
primary issues were considered during this review: 1) potential competition
between hatchery and natural fish, and 2) loss of genetic variability caused
by excessive hatchery production. Operations at Iron Gate and Trinity River
hatchery have changed as a result of this evaluation effort. Reading
concluded by saying "we want to emphasize that we think it is unreasonable to
assume that populations can be maintained without use of hatcheries. The loss
of access to historic habitat requires that hatcheries be operated to mitigate
for this loss."

Agenda item 22: Report on the survey of all projects funded to date. (Alcorn)

(Alcorn) : We were asked to develop this report at your February meeting. This
is an objective survey of each project funded to date with Federal restoration
program money. Each project is listed by restoration category, last name,
then by fiscal year. The Technical Work Group will have this information to
use while ranking project proposals in this year's process.
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Agenda item 23: USFS land management plans. (Holder)

Holder said that the Klamath National Forest (KNF) is close to having a draft
Land Management Plan (LMP) available for public review. She said that all
timber interests were participated in the multi-use planning efforts. Holder
said that the KNF has developed standards and guidelines on land management to
protect fisheries resources. Timber management will be significantly
different from the past. She said that clearcutting will be a thing of the
past, except in salvage harvests. Holder indicated that the draft LMP will be
published by May, 1993. At that point, a formal input process will be
initiated. The final process will take about 9 months for review. Holder
asked that briefings by KNF and the Six Rivers National Forest staff be put on
the next Task Force meeting agenda.

*** Action ***

Place on the June agenda, a briefing on the D.S. Forest Service's Six Rivers
and Klamath National Forest Land Management Plans.

Agenda item 24: Proposed 1994 activities by participants.

U.S. Department of Agriculture:

West said that this was not a good time of year to estimate how much money
would be allocated for the U.S. Forest Service's FY1994 fisheries budget. He
said the FY1994 budget was still unknown, but the proposed FY1994 fisheries
program budget is $2.075 million. We don't know if it will be funded in
entirety. If we meet our program goals, we'll have a better chance of getting
funding. Forests that don't meet commitments get punished the following
fiscal year. He said that the FY1994 budget proposal earmarks about $400,000
for spring Chinook restoration work. West concluded by saying "I don't know
what the end result will be." -—_-.-.- ---.----:-:..•—..•— .. w..-,.-..-.-..... :..„. ...,..--•„.. .. ...

U.S. Department of Interior: -•••••-":'''. •---•:• --'...•]~r~~-••••-~•--•.---: . .•.-.••̂ --,-̂ :.-..:- -_.,-,.; ^. _:; .

Shake said there is no reason to believe that Klamath Fishery Restoration
funding would not be in the FY1994 budget for the USFWS. He also said -that _::
there may be some carryover money from '93 Jobs Bill funds. Shake also
described the efforts by the USFWS to establish an office in the Klaraath Falls
area. He said that the Klamath Falls office will be looking at the entire
Klamath ecosystem perspective.

Other work to be implemented in FY1994 by the Department of interior includes
many water quality and nutrient loading studies in the vicinity of Upper
Klamath Lake. Fisheries research by the Bureau of Reclamation and USFWS
includes toxicity tolerance and physical water quality tolerance testing on
juvenile endangered suckers. The Bureau of Land Management is initiating a
land swap in the Jenny Creek watershed and participating in a CRMP in the
Spencer Creek watershed (both tributaries to the Klamath River above Iron Gate
Dam).

National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS):

Mclnnis agreed that this is not a good time to estimate budgets for activities
to be implemented in FY1994. He said that the activities that NMFS will be
involved with in the Klamath River basin are activities funded through CDFG
under Anadromous Fish Act funds. He said NMFS expects about $280,000 to be
available in FY1994. Most of it will go to mark and recapture of fall chinook
and to tagging IGH fall chinook. NMFS expects to continue staff support on
the KFMC and the PFMC tech teams, and will implement recommendations of PFMC
regarding ocean salmon management with cooperation from Oregon and California.
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NMFS is also committed to collecting information to reduce the impact of
bycatch on salmon populations. In addition to that, NMFS is involved with
States and the Coast Guard in enforcement of management regulations and the
high seas gillnet laws. If California coho stocks south of San Francisco are
listed, a shift of activities is expected.

Hoopa Valley Tribe:

Orcutt reported that the Tribe will continue to participate with KFMC, the
Klamath and Trinity Task. Forces, and will assist in developing an
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for implementing the CVP Improvement Act.
He said they will also follow the issue turning over CVP operational authority
to the State of California. The Tribe is working with the World Wildlife
fund. The Tribe is developing an Integrated Resources Management plan for the
reservation. Biodiversity and economic sustainability are critical to
maintaining self sustainability.

Karuk Tribe:

Rohde reported that the Karuk Tribe is in it's 4th year of establishing a
department of natural resources. The Tribe will continue monitoring the
mainstem Klaroath River. They will also work with CDFG and the USFS on
monitoring adult nans of fall chinook in leu of operating the Salmon River
weir.

CDFG:

Reynolds reported that the Klamath Trinity project will continue in FY1994.
Funding may be reduced. The Department will also continue work on the "
hatchery/natural stock interaction issue, and try to get a handle on salmonid
life history in the Klamath River estuary. Habitat restoration projects will
probably remain at the same funding level as last year.

Trinity County:

Stokely reported that the county would request a~minimum"trinity Lake level
regime to allow economic stability in that area;•-- Ihstreaini"flow 'releases••*•• —
should total 340,000 acre-feet into the Trinity River, and may be as high as
355,000 acre-feet. The county will also work on the EIS for implementing the
Central Valley Project Improvement Act. The County Board of Supervisors will
consider the Trinity County Home Rule Coalition.

Stokely also described Executive Order 12838, a proposal to eliminate one
third of all Federal advisory committees, except those that are identified by
statute. Chip Bruss added that the Executive Order was signed Feb 10, 1993.
He said the order also mandated that the Office of Management and Budget (OMB)
look at this order to work up some detailed findings. These findings indicate
that over 1,100 committees exist, costing over $100 million per year. Bruss
said that the Bureau of Reclamation was asked to draft a justification for the
federal advisory committees operating in the Trinity Restoration Program.
Shake added that the USFWS received the same request for the Klamath River
advisory committees and USFWS's response recommendation is that the Task Force
and Klamath Fishery Management Council remain in effect.

Thackeray described the Home Rule Coalition as a concept of local governments
working with Federal and State agencies to achieve what ought to be done in
each county. Federal agencies are under no obligation to operate with
counties unless they have a comprehensive land management plan.
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Shasta Valley CRMP:

Bulfinch reported that the Shasta Valley CRMP (SVCRMP) is progressing rapidly.
The CRMP proposed projects to fence 11 miles of stream, which are progressing
quicker than the CDFG can develop the contracts. The CRMP is also working on
initiating a pulsing flow to move smolts out of the Shasta River this spring.
They're also working on having a staggered ditch opening at the start of the
irrigation season so the river won't go dry right away.

Siskiyou County Fish and Game Commission:
h

Bulfinch reported that the Siskiyou County Fish and Game Commission membership
has recently changed. About $2,000 was approved for a group wanting to plant
bitterroot brush in Modoc County. The Siskiyou Fish and Game Commission has
about $30,000. He said they have funds for small projects, and they need
people to put in project proposals.

Humboldt County:

Farro said that the issue of gravel extraction has heated up in Humboldt
County. He stated that this issue is more pertinent to the Eel and Mad
Rivers. The Humboldt County Fish and Game Commission is finding money
available because they no longer fund the operation of Prairie Creek Hatchery.
They are deciding how to spend this money.

Agenda item 26: Public comment.

No comment.

Shake appointed George Thackeray to chair the committee that will meet with
upper basin constituents to develop a recommendation for the Task Force on the
upper basin issues. Shake also appointed Keith Wilkinson and Mike Orcutt to
serve as representatives. He said that KRFRO staff will draft a letter to be
sent to the Klamath County Commissioners, Modoc County Board of Supervisors,
and the Klamath Tribe regarding this work assignment-.'-"- • - •= *

\

Shake also mentioned that the draft letter to be sent to the KFMC has been
passed out to each member. He asked for comments by April 1.
Shake will carry it to the KFMC for its April 5 meeting.

Agenda item 27: Identify future agenda items.

Shake asked members to give their proposed agenda items to Ron.

Agenda item 28: Set meeting location for June meeting.

The meeting will be held from 8:00 am, June 15th, to 12:00 noon, June 16th, in
Yreka, California.

Agenda item 29: Meeting date and location for fall, 1993 meeting.

The meeting will be held in Hoopa, California, on October 5-6, 1993.

Shake thanked staff for putting the meeting together and thanked the folks
from the Klamath Falls area for attending the meeting.

Meeting adjourned.
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FINAL AGENDA FOR THE MEETING
OF THE

KLAHATH RIVER BASIN FISHERIES TASK FORCE
KLVCATH FALLS, ORICON

KAKCH 30-31, 1993

March 30, 1993

1:00 po 1. Call to order and adoption of agenda.

1:05 2. Introduction of Task Force members.

1:10 3. Explanation of background and purpose of this neeting. (Shake)

1:30 4. Adoption of minu t e s f rom the February 3-4, 1993, meeting.

1:45 5. Report on the Clinton Adalnistration Jobs Bill and how It nay
relate to the Xlanath Fishery Restoration Prograa. (Shale*)

2:00 6. Brief ing on Upper Klsnath River Basin issues, irrlgator*'
perspective. (John Cravford)

2:30 Break j

2:45 7. A report frou Bureau of Reclamation - Xlaoath Project on their
operating plan for'1993. (Mike Ryan) -:.

3:15 8. Briefing on Upper Xlarcath River Basin Issues, Klanath Tribe'*
perspective. (Elwood Killer)

3:45 9. Public comment on preceding agenda itens.

5:00 Adjourn for dinner.

7:00 pm Reconvene.

7:05 10. Explanation of background and purpose of this meeting. (Shake)

7:25 11. Public comment on the upper basin amendment to the long rang*
plan for the Klanath River Basin Conservation Area Fishery
Restoration Progran.

10:00 Adjourn meeting for the day.



March 31, 1993

8:00 an Reconvene.

8:05 12. Update on the Instreaa flow study proposal by the Department
of Interior, followed by Task Force discussion of scoping
involvement. (Iverson)

8:20 13. Task Force revlev/dlscussion of the FY1994 RJP with emphasl*
on resolving the target employment group incentive points
issue.

8:45 14. Task Force discussion of changing present cyclical RJP systen.
Specifically, discussion of what needs to be done and how the
USFVS should go about soliciting bids for work identified.

9:15 Break.

9:30 15. PMblic comment.

10:15 16. Action: Task Force recommendation <m level of involvement in
the scoping, phase of Interior's instre&a flow atudy.

17. Action: Task Force recommendation on how to incorporate the
target employment group criterion into the project proposal
ranking process.

18. Action: Task Force recommendation on how to change the
cyclical RFP project selection process in order to identify
critical restoration needs end select projects to meet these
needs.

11:00 19. Update on green sturgeon study by Koopa Valley Tribe. (Orcutt)

11:20 20. Update on hatchery/wild stock review committee. (Reynolds)

11:40 21. Update on Klamath River Information System. (Bill Kier)

12:00 Lunch

1:00 pra 22. Evalua t ion report for all res tora t ion projects funded by the
Task Force f rom FY1989 to da te . (Alcorn)

1:15 23. U.S Forest Service wil l provide a b r ie f ing on the Klairath and
Six R ive r s land managemen t plans, if available. (Holder) f



March 31. 1993 • Continued

1:45 "2U . Proposed 199^ ac t i v i t i e s working toward achieving objectives
of the long range plan:

U.S. Department of Agriculture. (Holder)

U.S. Department of Interior. (Shake/Alcom)

U.S. National Marine Fisheries Service. (Mclnnis)

Hoopa Valley Tribe. (Orcutt)

XaruV Tribe. (Hillnan)

Yurok Tribe. (Lara) ..

California Department of Fish and Cane. (Reynolds)

Others (Counties, commercial or sport fishing communities,
etc.)

3:00 Break

3:15 25. Hatchery evaluation committee report.. (Reynolds)
«.

3:30 26. Publ ic comment.

4:30 27. Recommendat ions for future agenda items.

28. Set meeting location for June, 1993 meeting.

29. Set meet ing dates and location for fa l l , 1993 meeting.

5:00 Adjourn meeting.
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FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

Klamath River Fishery Resource Of f i ce
P.O. Box 1006

Yreka, CA 96097-1006

April 26, 1993

Memorandum

TO: Klamath River Basin Fisheries Task Force members

FROM:

SUBJECT:

Project Leader, Klamath River FRO
Yreka, California

Minutes of the Klamath Task Force meeting, March 30-31, 1993

Attached, please find the complete minutes of the subject meeting held in
Klamath Falls, Oregon. We will send a summarized version of these minutes to
you at a later date.

If you have questions or wish to revise these minutes, please contact us.

Ron Iverson

Attachment



Minutes of the
Klamath River Basin Fisheries Task Force

meeting, March 30-31, 1993
Klamath Falls, Oregon

Members Present: Kent Bulfinch, Mitch Farro, Leaf Hillman, Bill Shake, Nat
Bingham, Rod Mclnnis, Mike Orcutt, George Thackeray, Keith Wilkinson, Barbara
Holder, Forrest Reynolds, Tom Stokely, (Bob Rohde for Leaf Hillman)

Absentees: Walter Lara, Jr., Don DeVol

March 30, 1993

Agenda items 1. 2 and 3: Call to order and adoption of agenda, introductions,
introductory comments.

Bill Shake called the meeting to order at 1:00 pm. Welcomed all to meeting.
Gave a briefing for the purpose of the meeting, emphasizing that the upper
basin plan amendment document was out for review and that the Task Force would
be taking public comments later in the evening.

Orcutt asked to include discussion of the salmon seasons.

Motion to adopt the agenda (Attachment 1) carried.

Agenda item 4: Adoption of minutes from February 3-4. 1993. meeting.

Motion to approve minutes of the February meeting carried.

Agenda item 5: Report on Clinton Administration Jobs Bill.

(Shake): The House of Representatives has passed the bill and it is now in the
Senate for consideration. I can't speculate on what Congress will do. I'll
give you some totals on what U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service - Region 1 has
submitted. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) was given a target of
$93 million which was later cut to $87 million. The western Region would get
about $26 million out of that total. Approximately $4.5 million would go to
fisheries programs. The programs in the State of Washington would receive
$1,067,000, programs in Oregon will receive $404,000, and programs in
California would receive $2.7 million. Some of the funds will be used in the
Klamath Basin. We were asked to identify projects in the Klamath Basin. One
project identified is the instream flow study. I'd like the Task Force to
have the opportunity to review these costs and projects. Given the short time
frame we had to operate in, we used the long range plan to identify projects.

(Holder): The U.S. Forest Service was given about 24 hours to submit projects.
We submitted proposals for $600,000 in ecosystem restoration work. These are
solid projects that tie in well with the long range plan. Many are on the
Salmon River district. Numerous others were submitted, but are not directly
tied to fisheries restoration. We're finding that within the short time
frame, some projects don't have NEPA documents, or proper engineering.

Q: Bill, how do you see the Task Force project selection process being
integrated into this .project identification and selection process?

(Shake): It would be difficult to do. One incentive of the Jobs Bill program
is to get the money obligated and 50% spent by the end of Fiscal Year 1993.
The USFWS and the Task Force is going to have to be flexible in how we review
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these projects and how we provide input. As soon as we get firm targets we
can send out more specific project proposals for review by Task Force members.
The Task Force may have time to review and provide input. It might be done by
conference call.

(Bingham): We already have a list of FY1993 project proposals that have been
ranked. This may provide some guidance as to what will be considered high
priority.

(Iverson): We submitted about 5 items in a 45 minute turnaround time. I'm not
sure you'll find any of these projects specifically identified on our FY1993
work plan. But generically, in the jobs bill categories, you'll be able to
find some that fit.

Q: Is there a match required for these Jobs Bill funds?

(Shake): No, these are separately appropriated funds.

(Holder): It would be helpful to get all other proposals identified by other
agencies.

(Shake): Hearing agreement to this proposal, I'll ask staff to contact all
other agencies with the objective of compiling a list of Klamath Basin
projects proposed for Jobs Bill funding.

*** Action ***

KRPRO will compile a list of Jobs Bill project proposals by all agencies.
This list will be sent to Task Force members prior to the June meeting.

(Reynolds): The State Water Resources Control Board will be asked to help the
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) on this bill.

Q: Were your directions to identify a certain number of projects, or were you
to identify projects totalling a certain amount?

(Shake): We were given a target funding figure of $.5 million. We called all
field offices and the list of projects and total funding requests what they
produced.

Agenda item 6: Upper Klamath Basin issues (J. Crawford).

(Dave Vogel): I'm going to give a brief overview of the Initial Ecosystem
Restoration Plan for the Upper Klamath River Basin. This plan focuses mostly
on recovery of the suckers. It is a radical departure from past approaches;
it focuses on problems solutions, not just the problems. The plan is intended
to ser\a as a catalyst to develop a comprehensive recovery plan. It doesn't
focus on single resource issues. It focuses on restoration of the whole
ecosystem. It is also meant to assist the USFWS in development and
implementation of their recovery plan. A concern that resource users have is
that if everyone relies on the traditional recovery approach, it will probably
fail. Some problems with the recovery plans developed in accordance with the
Endangered Species Act: 1) not effective in resolving overall resource issues,
2) rarely allow for multi-species and ecosystem restoration, 3) do not allow
trade-offs between species, 4) not developed until too late. Many efforts in
upper Klamath Basin have focused on identifying the primary limiting factor,
which is referred to as the "bottleneck." This plan advocates identifying
other factors affecting the populations; working on multiple hypotheses.
Things in common between the upper and lower basins are river flow (quantity
and timing) and water quality (temperature, chemical). Regarding water
quality, research scientists have to identify levels of toxicity, life stage
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present, proportion of population present, and duration of exposure to
determine severity of impacts. Once that is accomplished the resource
scientist has to quantify the risk to a population. Regarding wetlands
issues, fish habitat, water quality, water storage, waterfowl/wildlife habitat
are all suggested benefits. All of these benefits are thought to result from
wetlands restoration. The Water Users Protective Association recommends pilot
wetlands restoration projects in upper Klamath Lake and other areas. Offsite
storage development may provide additional benefits. Water temperature might
be reduced in the downstream reaches by cold water releases from such sites.
The plan also advocates improved resource management through CRMPs, riparian
habitat restoration, integrated and improved water utilization, water
conservation measures, and water storage.

Q: Who prepared the plan and who paid for it?

(Vogel): I provide technical assistance, but the Protective Association paid
for it and prepared it.

Q: How large of a storage facility is recommended?

(Vogel): About 180-200,000 acre feet. The plan has been endorsed by local
folks, but the Klamath Tribe presented some comments of disagreement. We're
looking for other input on this plan.

(John Crawford): The first thing I'd like to do is refer to a report titled
"Fish and Environmental Restoration Activities to be Implemented by Interior
Agencies in Klamath River Basin." Specifically objective 7, which says that
Interior is to provide effective administration of effective restoration
efforts. The Water Users Protective Association's plan has been provided in
leu of something to be developed later by the USFWS. Presently, there is no
recovery team, plan, or anything working to help the resource. You folks have
an opportunity to utilize the Ecosystem Plan in place of something coming from
the USFWS. Is the upper Klamath Basin amendment a done-deal? I refer to the
restoration program report for FY92 section 7.7 which implies that this upper
basin amendment is already accepted before all comments are received. We re
all asking the question "Why are we here if a deal has already been cut?" The
upper Klamath Basin amendment does not address water quantity solutions except
to infer the removal of the amount necessary for restoration of downriver
stocks. There was a commitment by the Task Force at the February meeting, to
include Mr. Vogel in the instream flow study. He has not been contacted. The
Upper Basin Amendment infers that water quality problems exist in the straits
drain, and indicates that agriculture contributes temperature loading. Water
was cooler in the Keno reach than in the downstream areas. You asked me to
talk about the irrigator's perspective. Their perspective is that the long
range plan calls for a systematic dismantling of the Klaraath River Compact.
The Compact allowed for additional releases last year. If all of the water
being released recently over Iron Gate Dam (IGD), that exceeds the minimum
FERC flow requirements was saved, it would supply water for 70,000 acres land
for one year. It would produce an additional 278 cfs at IGD for an entire
year's time. Regarding equity of representation, 65% of the watershed cannot
be adequately represented by two members, which will be added if the amendment
is adopted.
The consensus decision making process is difficult, as identified in your 3-
chairs meeting. Can the Task Force change it? We need to know that before we
continue. Irrigators are concerned with restoring the endangered suckers. We
must have the ability to provide additional, clean water to irrigators and
downstream releases.

(Shake): The Klamath Act has established the membership to the Task Force.
There is signed legislation that, in the event of adoption, two new members
will be appointed.



(Crawford): After appointment of these two representatives, the Task Force
could decide to change to majority vote.

(Iverson): The 1988 amendment to the Klamath Act allows for the Task Force to
establish it's decision making process.

(Shake): I can assure you that this Task Force wouldn't decide to change the
consensus process. The position of everyone around this table is to operate
by consensus.

(Shake): I'll try to address your other questions. Is the amendment a done
deal? At our November, 1992 meeting held in Yreka, a number of folks in this
room addressed the Task Force with their concerns. At that time we determined
to delay the amendment process to allow more comments on the document. We
came here in January 1993 to hold a public meeting to hear comments. We'll
take comments tonight as well. The plan that you presented to us is valuable
information to consider in this process. No, it is not a done deal. We
respect your concerns and your interests, and that's why we're here.

(Wilkinson): Other communities on the coast are also pressing for more
representation. The legislators were determined to keep representation
adequate and at the same time to keep it manageable.

(Shake): Another question that you raised was the issue of dismantling the
Klamath Compact. That was not our purpose. We simply began to view the
Klamath River system as an ecosystem; one that does not originate at Iron Gate
Dam. We felt like we needed to raise the issues impacting the ecosystem to
that point. In raising them, it was not our intent to prescribe what folks in
the upper basin had to do. There are actions contained in your own
restoration plan that you are free to implement. The Klamath Task Force does
not have authority to tell you what to do. We only encourage other interested
entities to work toward restoration. I don't see a lot of difference in what
we've said and what you've said on these issues. This is not a "water grab."
It is an approach to develop awareness of the ecosystem, and work toward
recovery.

(Wilkinson): We've been asked to incorporate the Water Users Protective
Association plan into our own. When differences are reconciled between the
Klamath Tribe and the Association on this plan, we should look into
incorporating this document into our own plan.

(Rohde): They recommended replacing the upper basin amendment document with
their ecosystem restoration plan.

End of discussion.

(Shake): We have received a request from Congressman Bob Smith's
representative to provide testimony today in lieu of tonight's meeting. With
Task Force OK, we'll hear this at the end of the afternoon session.

Agenda item 7: Bureau of Reclamation — Report on 1993 operating plan.
(Jim Bryant, Bureau of Reclamation)

(Bryant): We've had an above average year for precipitation and runoff.
Precipitation was well above average. We were unsure on how the dry watershed
would store water. Regarding Upper Klamath Lake, we estimate March inflow at
293,000 acre-feet. We re looking at 120% of normal inflow. We anticipate
enough water for Class A, B, and C users this year. We shouldn't have any
trouble meeting lake elevation levels as identified in the USFWS biological
opinion for protecting the endangered suckers. Lake levels should also be met
this fall and next spring as well.



Q: When is the water year?

(Bryant): Our irrigation season is an ongoing thing, with some contracts
calling for water beginning in October and ending in April each year. Other
contracts call for a summer irrigation season.

Q: Has the Bureau of Reclamation determined that the drought is over?

(Bryant): We've turned the operation of the reservoir system back to Pacific
Power & Light Company.

(Rohde): Now, what will happen next is that PP&L will enter an amendment
process to alter the language in the FERC permit.

Agenda item 8: Upper Klamath Basin issues (Elwood Miller).

(Miller): The Klamath Tribe is here because we share the responsibility to
manage the watershed. The Klamath Tribe is concerned that all interests are
not yet willing to meet to resolve these issues. The Klamath Compact and this
Task Force have the potential to manage and restore the ecosystem. The
decision to participate on this Task Force is not an easy one because of the
sovereignty of our tribe. The Water User's plan deserves adequate
consideration and some ideas should be considered. Regarding the equity of
representation, in the Klamath Tribe, there are many bands represented, but
the collective tribe (2,800 people) are to be represented by one. It doesn't
take a great number of people to speak the same thing. We support the Task
Force and the water users that are willing to work to resolve these problems.
The time is now for all of us to work together. We hope that you are serious.

Agenda item 9: Public Comment.

(Shake): This is a good time for Leigh Johnson to give comments from
Congressman Bob Smith.

(Johnson): I appreciate the opportunity to say a few words. It's no secret to
any of you when a government agency gets involved in natural resource issues
residents of the upper Klaraath Basin get concerned. I'm more comfortable now
after hearing the comments from this group, and especially about the consensus
decision making process. It's the preference of the people of the upper
Klamath Basin to look at their plan. I've never heard them say that they
didn't want to be a part of the solution. Regarding offstream storage, I
think that if we could collectively work on a plan for offsite storage, there
may be local money available to help with this issue. If we can get our hands
on local funding, we can develop a plan to go to Congress to get additional
funding. These upper Klamath Basin folks will commit to being involved in
your restoration program. Thank you.

(Bingham): I'd like to thank the Congressman for proposing additional
membership to this body, and we'll welcome them on board.

(Shake): (Addressing the audience) If you plan on attending the 7:00 pm
session, I'd ask you to hold those comments until that time, and address only
the agenda items previously discussed.

No further comment.



Additional Agenda item: discussion of salmon season.

(Orcutt): I wanted to highlight a couple of things that have been going on
with specific reference to the Klamath Fishery Management Council (KFMC) and
the Pacific Fisheries Management Council (PFMC). Last year when escapement of
1992 natural fall chinook was projected to be well under the 35,000 floor, the
PFMC adopted regulations which resulted in an escapement of 11,000 natural
spawners. In April, 1992, this Task Force could not support conservation
because it considers itself responsible only for habitat restoration. With
that in mind, it leads us into the '93 season. We have an ocean population
projection that suggests a rebound in the resource. The Hoopa Tribe has
developed a position statement which will, in light of the perceived projected
abundance, propose to increase the natural spawner floor by 20,000. On April
12, the PFMC will adopt a final harvest recommendation. Three harvest rate
options were presented this year for public comment, but these did not include
our suggestion. The Tribe is still pursuing the issue because we believe
conservation should be high priority. We presented this position to Secretary
of Interior Mr. Babbitt. I believe this Task Force should make some
recommendation.

(Shake): As a follow up, the Hoopa Tribe's harvest recommendation surfaced at
the KFMC meeting. It did not pass out of the KFMC, which has the
responsibility of making management recommendations to the PFMC. The KFMC
felt that the technical team should review it. If the PFMC were to deviate
from the fisheries management plan, it would require an emergency review
process. At least from one perspective, you've stimulated review to see if it
merits inclusion into the fisheries management plan.

(Stokely): The Trinity River Technical Coordinating Committee supported the
Hoopa Tribe's position. A letter of support was sent to Roger Patterson,
Chair of the Trinity River Task Force.

(Rohde): The Karuk Tribe concurs with the Hoopa Tribe's position.

Q: Is this being proposed for this year only or as permanent change to basin
escapement policy?

(Orcutt): We've focused this recommendation on the '93 escapement.

(Bingham): This issue has been discussed by the Pacific Coast Federated
Fisherman's Association (PCFFA) and the troll industry. The position is that
if the industry were healthy at this point, we might be in a position to
consider and support the position. We've always been supportive of increasing
the fish populations. The fishing industry is in trouble now and may not
survive this level of harvest restriction. We'd like to support it but we
have to go fishing in order to survive economically.

Q: How many Klamath River fish were harvested in the '92 ocean fishery?

(Orcutt): 1,300.

Q: How many were harvested by the tribes in the inriver fisheries?

(Orcutt): Total harvest was 5,500 fish.

(Halstead): The total inriver harvest was about 6,000.

(Wilkinson): I raise this issue to be in the record that the total ocean
harvest was less than 1,400 Klamath River fish, and fewer are proposed for
next year.
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(Shake): I don't want this discussion to get into a harvest issue discussion
here. There is another advisory committee that deals with this. There are
valid points and numbers on both sides. The point is that the salmon are in
bad shape, and escapement has not met minimum levels in three years.

(Farro): In 1983, a year of extreme El Nino but a good precipitation year,
there were only 30,000 natural fall chinook spawners. That spawning group
produced the record high returns in the Klamath River.

Q: Is there anything out there in the ocean environment that concerns this
Task. Force (other than in-river problems)?

(Shake): There are many problems in the river, not just agriculture. Ocean
conditions such as El Nino, pollution, and sea lion problems in some areas
impact fish. It's extremely complex and a single bottleneck approach is not
the answer. We have to take the holistic approach. We can't control drought,
but we can control recovery of habitat. We have to protect and restore
freshwater habitat so that it will support fish when they return. If we don't
address this issue, coast wide, we'll be managing endangered fish, and no one
will be fishing.

(Mclnnis): Other ocean fisheries are being regulated in order to reduce their
impact on salmon.

*** Motion ***

(Orcutt): I move that the Task Force support an escapement of 55,000 natural
spawners and forward this recommendation to the Pacific Fishery Management
Council.

(Stokely): Second.

(Mclnnis): The National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) must support the
existing escapement goal of 35,000 natural spawners. Until this new floor
level has gone through the review process, we will support the goal contained
in the fisheries plans. NMFS cannot support other motions that would result
in less than 35,000 escapement.

(Shake): The motion is out of order because the Task Force's responsibility is
restoration, not harvest management. If we try to make harvest
recommendations to PFMC, we've circumvented the intentions of the Act and the
KFMC. So, I'm not going to call the question. It is within our purview to
prepare a letter to KFMC and PFMC expressing our concern that: 1) the floor
hasn't been met for three years, 2) there's a significant effort to restore
habitat for those stocks in the basin, and 3) we strongly recommend that they
not fish into the floor.

*** Motion ***

(Bingham): I move to send a letter to KFMC asking that escapement of 35,000
natural spawners be supported.

Motion carried. (One abstention).

*** Action ***

Staff will prepare a letter for Task Force Chair's signature, to be hand
carried to the Klamath Fishery Management Council meeting next week.

Meeting adjourned for the afternoon.



March 30. 1993 (Evening Session)

Bill Shake welcomed everyone to the meeting. He introduced himself and asked
all Task Force members to do so.

(Shake): To provide some background, in 1990 as we completed the long range
fishery restoration plan for the Klamath River, it became apparent that we
should consider the entire Klamath watershed, rather than just the portion of
the river below Iron Gate Dam. Sufficient quantity and quality of water are
primary issues affecting anadroroous fish restoration. The Task Force approved
the long range plan and agreed at that time to begin a formal amendment
process. We wanted to include a section of the plan that focused on issues
impacting the upper basin. In June 1990 the Task Force decided to proceed
with the amendment process. In August 1990 the contractor, William Kier
Associates, held a public hearing in Klamath Falls. The first draft of the
upper basin document was completed in January, 1991. After considerable
discussion and revision it went out for public comment. In fall 1992 the Task
Force decided to open the comment period once again. The formal comment
period opened last month, and will close next month on April 16th. We held a
public workshop here in January of this year. The Task Force wanted to have
an opportunity to come to Klamath Falls and hear your comments and concerns.

(Orcutt): When this Task Force originally decided to develop the upper Klamath
Basin amendment we supported the idea of reintroducing anadromous fish back to
this area. At that time we supported the Klamath Tribe's intentions to do
this, and I think this should still be considered.

(Shake): I'll also add that we had a Task Force meeting this afternoon and
heard presentations by local water users, the Klamath Tribe, Congressman Bob
Smith's staff, and BOR gave an overview of the 1993 water year. We were asked
if the upper basin amendment is a "done deal." The answer is no. We'll take
your comments seriously. We want to work with you to restore habitat.

Public Comment:

(Joseph Riker): City of Klamath Falls. (Handed out copies of his statement.
Attachment 2.)

(Riker): My background is in natural resources management. I'm here to
welcome you to Klamath Falls. We're pleased that you're here. The problems
identified by the Task Force have been here since the formation of the system.
The hypereutrophic nature of the lake has always existed. The shallow depth
of lake and low flow rates from Upper Klamath Lake to Keno are causes for high
water temperatures. Water temperatures are higher downstream from Keno than
in the Klamath straits drain area. Upper Klamath Basin waters are nutrient
rich. High temperatures and low dissolved oxygen concentration were present
before Caucasian settlement. Local waters are noted as being high in
nutrients, arsenic, and Ph. Early studies indicated that the largest BOD
(Biological Oxygen Demand) loadings came from the natural aquatic life in
Upper Klamath Lake. The highest loadings occur at the head of Link River
which is above domestic and industrial waste discharge areas. All of the man
made BOD loadings are insignificant compared to natural loadings. There is a
complete recovery of dissolved oxygen levels by the time the water reaches the
Big Bend powerhouse. Existing waste water discharge requirements for the
Klamath Falls waste discharge plant are more purified than local waters. What
does the Task Force propose to do about natural nutrient loads in upper
Klamath Basin waters? Your amendment document cites personal communications
with John Fortune that there is a "blue ribbon" fishery at the same time as it
asserts that water quality is impairing recovery. I submit to you that the
upper Klamath Basin amendment is incomplete, and that the Water Users
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Protective Association Ecosystem Recovery Plan opens the door to new ways in
looking at ecosystem restoration. Tonight we urge you to consider this plan.

(Michael Hartfield): Consultant to Klamath Falls for the Salt Caves project.
I heard at today's meeting that there is a willingness to work together to
achieve solutions. We've studied this watershed extensively in the Salt Caves
project. Reading Section 2.0 from the No Dam Alternative document "water is
actually cooler coming from the irrigation project than it is in the lake."
Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife (ODFW) believes the trout in Upper
Klamath Lake are a special stock adapted to higher water temperatures.

Q: What was the time frame for temperatures you cited?

(Hartfield): I believe it was March through September. The complete details
are in the document.

(Don Zupan) Oregon Trout: My concerns are only for fish, I don't make my
living fishing or farming. I'm only interested in fish. I doubt that the
locally adapted trout would suffer if water were cooler. Anything we can do
to improve water quality in the Klamath River would benefit salmonid species
and suckers. I hope allowances will be made for waterfowl refuges. I believe
a solution can be reached, and trust that your objectivity will ensure that.

(James Flowers): I believe that the Ecosystem Plan provides a better solution
to making the water better. Even though I'm a farmer, I've spent a large part
of my time making things better for wildlife. We could solve this with a few
things such as extra storage. Two to Three hundred thousand acre-feet would
be enough water to provide adequate releases down river. We want to restore
the salmon to the upper river. The Ecosystem Plan recommends that the Running
Y Ranch be developed for offsite storage. You should consider that you won't
gain more water if you stop the farming. Water quality is not something that
we caused. Prior to 1945 there never was a drop of water released. The Water
Users Protective Association is saying that we could purchase a offstream cite
for $10 million. This would improve conditions. We must use this opportunity
to work together.

(Rick Bastach), Oregon Department of Water Resources (ODWR): The State of
Oregon assigns a high priority to review and consideration of the upper basin
amendment document. ODWR was asked to develop a compiled response from
various State agencies. There are a number of things that are pleasing about
the upper Klamath Basin amendment. We see it as a piece of a larger picture.
We appreciate the basin-wide approach. This is a positively framed document.
Much information is contained in it. Something we especially like from the
long range plan is the concept of communication. We're so taken with the
principles of coordination, we think that it should be a separate section in
the upper Klamath Basin document. We think coordination with the State of
Oregon is also necessary. We hope that there will be a commitment to consider
upper basin projects for funding. In the long range plan there are areas that
are understandably a California monologue. But, we think the state of Oregon
should be adequately considered. There are many references to "State" rules,
regulations, and laws, and we hope that there will be an opportunity to adjust
the long range plan. The ultimate test of coordination would be for the Task
Force to demonstrate how this recovery plan relates to other decision making
bodies and plans (i.e. the Klamath Compact, the Ecosystem Restoration Plan by
the Water Users Protective Association, the USFWS Sucker Recovery Plan). The
opening of the Klamath Falls ecosystem restoration office by USFWS may be a
way to implement better coordination.

(Thackeray): You want to coordinate in the entire project. Are you also
willing to put up money, as a State?



(Bastach): I think Oregon would be interested in putting up funding. The
State is looking at how to develop a position in that USFWS Ecosystem Office.
The State hasn't been tracking this issue, and we're still on the steep
learning curve.

(Reynolds): I appreciate your comments. The State of California attempts to
keep up with the match-funding requirement. In our support of the upper
Klamath Basin amendment, we believe a great deal of coordination and research
would be necessary in developing a document for the upper basin. The long
range plan was written addressing issues in the lower basin.

(Mark Gafny): I'm speaking for myself tonight however in past 3 years I've
worked with the U.S. Forest Service and Audubon Society mapping old growth
forests in Winema National Forest. It's not surprising that water quality
issues are a problem. We must better manage our forests. I trust that the
final decisions will be made on the best available science. Impacts are not
just from logging. There are severe impacts in riparian zones. These areas
are critical for storing water, and I urge landowners to be aware of the
problems with impacts to riparian zones. I support removal of dams to restore
anadromous fish to historic areas, and support improving marshes to improve
water quality. I urge the farmers and ranchers to accept the basin idea that
minimum standards must be established in the river.

(Louis Ferber): I've lived on the Klamath River for 70 years. I'm a rancher
and an irrigator. I hear a lot of talk about restoring marshlands around the
lake and river. Water level in Upper Klamath Lake used to rise in spring, but
when Link River Dam was built the lake became a reservoir. Some early day
cattle ranches were flooded out. As water used to recede, ranchers would farm
sugar grass in meadows behind receding waters. When talking about restoration
of marshlands, there weren't marshes originally. When talking about the lower
reach near Keno, the high water in spring filled the lake, and held up at the
reef at Keno and backed into lower Klamath Lake, which was connected by the
straits. Steamboats used to travel the straits. There was a tremendous
reservoir in Lower Klamath Lake. Water came up and gradually went back down.
When the U.S. Government took over, drained Lower Klamath Lake and built Link
River and Keno Dams, it changed the whole system. In 1918, COPCO completed
the first dam on the Klamath River, shutting off salmon and steelhead runs to
the upper basin. We had 3,000 signatures from this area petitioning to keep
the salmon and steelhead access open to this area. Dam passage should still
be considered. In reading your membership list, I have grave concerns. Who
represents Klamath county and farmers and ranchers? I recommend that you drop
the upper Klamath Basin amendment, and allow us to proceed with the Ecosystem
Recovery Plan.

(Wilma Heiney): Vice President of Women for Agriculture. At the meeting you
held on the 25th of January, 1993, the Klamath County Commissioners said "no"
to your upper Klamath Basin amendment. They asked if this upper Klamath Basin
amendment breaks the Compact and you said "no." They said they have to
support the local interests. That evening you reported that they were
"frustrated" and didn't tell the audience that the Commissioners said "no."
It is my hope that the Federal Government will cancel this Task Force
altogether. The two States are having financial difficulty. Your plan will
not recover the populations because 88% of death rate is caused by the
predators. This amendment will break the Klamath River Compact and will
result in a large scale private property suit. Your final draft of the long
range plan and draft of the upper Klamath Basin plan is biased and
unscientific and considered unconstitutional by me.

(Jean Elznor): Klamath County Commissioner. I am here to read the testimony
of Nel Kuonen (Attachment 3). She cannot support the upper Klamath Basin
amendment because it contradicts the Klamath Compact. Additional water
storage should be considered by all involved.
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(Chuck Wells): We have a history in the West of trying to achieve prosperity
at someone else's expense. This situation may provide an opportunity to
change laws such as the Klamath Compact. You must consider the process by
which you will address this restoration program. You can't deal with an
ecosystem in parts. Regarding membership, the U.S. Forest Service, USFWS, and
Bureau of Land Management must also be represented. I don't see
accountability here. You now have our attention and I request that you have
another workshop to address the question of the restoration process. The real
issue is we need to get everybody involved, then determine how we'll restore
this watershed. There are too many of us putting a demand on this watershed.
There must be some way of saying no more lands can be converted to farm use.
We have water rights problems and should assess whether the system is really
working.

(James R. Ottoman): I've been here for 68 years. My grandparents were here
since 1909 because the Federal Government said they wanted to settle the West.
I think your draft is a little bit biased. Your document said that this area
received an annual average of 22" of rainfall. From 1960 to 1990, the actual
average is 12.6 inches. Your figures are wrong. Bill Shake said everybody
always points a finger at sea lions. A newspaper article that I have
indicates that Norwegians will control seal lion populations to protect fish
populations. Irrigators allowed additional water releases last year to flush
fish. Do you know where these fish go? It would be well advised to study the
ocean for impacts. We know the value of water and have developed a complete
ecosystem of water delivery. This area generated $205 million in agricultural
related income in 1991, a normal water year. Until 1992 figures are in we
don't know what the economic impact of the drought was to this area. In 1969,
a California report indicated less than 1/3 of water runoff was used in the
upper basin. Let's consider water storage to provide water when we need it.
We need your political help in getting something done up here. The Ecosystem
Restoration Plan proposes some solutions.

(Tracy Liskey): Rancher, 3rd generation in the basin. We've dealt with the
Federal Government and have been run-over in the past. A group in this
community put together a petition to protect our local economic stability and
protect our local customs and culture. We formed a Task Force of which I'm
president. We assisted in development of the Ecosystem Restoration Plan,
which states that we're walling to work with groups from the start. We like
to coordinate with agencies and like to get things done. There's a lot of
people in government that know books. We feel the Ecosystem Plan is good and
we've endorsed it as a restoration strategy. We would ask that you adopt our
plan. We gave up water last year to allow releases downstream. We're
sympathetic with the fishing industry. If you adopt our Ecosystem Restoration
Plan you are working with us from the start. You can satisfy our County
Government and local interests by doing this. We need your help to get things
done.

(Bulfinch): Regarding this Ecosystem Restoration Plan, there are a lot of
actions recommended and few would be objected to by this Task Force. What
agencies would you expect to take the lead in developing this restoration
effort?

(Liskey) : Much would occur through local community work and would be
implemented by local folks. Many projects are by volunteer effort.

(Dave Solemn): Thank you for coming up here to hear us. I've heard on several
occasions how this amendment is going to work and how it fits into the plan.
I have some of the same comments that Rick Bastach had. When, or if, it's
adopted there are some issues that must be clarified. For example you use the
phrase "optimum" and suggests that, by year 2000 the you would reauthorize
water rights under the public trust doctrine. In a recent Herald and News
article, a USFWS employee stated that these recovery plans were written
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assuming unlimited funding and staffing. The amendment makes no policies for
stream passage above Iron Gate Dam, stream diversion, or storage.
Reintroduction of salmon is not recommended. The water delivery and use
issues are as complex in the upper Klamath Basin as are the needs and impacts
in the lower basin. A study by ODEQ identified impacted water systems in the
basin. This study shows that the system is complex and you can't focus on one
cause and solution. Water management issues are also very complex in the
upper basin. Farmers are affected because of actions that were taken in 1992.
Marsh Restoration is mentioned several times in the upper Klamath Basin
amendment. Dr Gearhart indicated that marshes are temporary reservoirs of
nutrients. The question now is what can be done? We have the Ecosystem
Restoration Plan, water quality plans, Klamath Compact, and the sucker
recovery plan. Tonight I urge you to look at what has been done, and I
believe we can all work together through avenues that are already in place at
less cost to the taxpayer. With input from everyone we'll get the job done.

(Francis Landruro): I'd like to point out some things regarding your upper
Klamath Basin amendment. One thing is the Klamath River Compact. Is there any
one here that knows why the Compact was drawn? This was drafted in response
to a Southern California effort to divert all water to that location. I think
a plan can be drawn which considers higher priority consideration for fish
populations in the lower river. In 1910, two different survey parties
surveyed areas of upper Klamath Lake, with instructions to locate the original
mean high water marks at a meander corner. Once they found it they were to
establish contours from that point. This request was made by the US Bureau of
Reclamation. It wasn't higher than 4147.8 prior to when the reservoir dam was
constructed. Many more marshes exist now than at the turn of the century
because of increased lake levels and dike systems. When a river flows through
a marsh to a dying lake, it transports the decaying humate. When you put this
in a shallow lake, you produce lots of algae. Another thing to consider when
talking about a dirty lake, lots of birds will use it. All those birds
increase the productivity levels. Algae didn't bloom last year because the
Williamson River quit flowing earlier in the year. Not much humate got into
the river. This points are all missed by your amendment. Regarding
membership of this Task Force; in 1986 you put together your Klamath Act, at
that time you had 12 members. Since that time you've added two members for a
total of 14. You've had ample opportunity to increase representation. It's
necessary to have equal representation. All of the stuff in your original Act
was written for downstream issues. The original Act has nothing to do with
upper basin issues. I suggest hat you get all of the facts. Since 1960
consumptive water use in the upper basin doesn't hardly compare to what is
wasted downriver above the minimum FERC flows. With cooperation from this
community, storage would allow improved flows and improved irrigation
delivery. I feel strange standing in my own back yard discussing this with
you with no representation from this area.

(Orcutt): Your comment that water is "wasted" when it flows downriver is
partially the reason that we're in this position of having to restore fish
runs. Another thing, this Task Force has not spent a dime in this upper
basin, and the authority you assume it has does not exist.

(Landrum): I resent the statement that this philosophy has caused the
downriver problems. If the Tribes would check their history, they would find
that they were american citizens when the treaties were drafted, and are
therefore null and void. Check it out.

(Frank Goodson): I'm president of the Klamath Basin Waterfowl Association.
We are concerned that your upper Klamath Basin amendment could lead to decline
of waterfowl habitat and hunting opportunity in the upper basin. I'm taken
back by the complete lack of discussion of waterfowl in the upper Klamath
Basin document. This area is the single most important migration area for the
Pacific Flyway. The Klamath River is not the most significant fish producing
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stream. (Mr. Goodson read a statement, Attachment 4.) We recommend that you
join us by leaving the water alone and help us to create additional offsite
storage.

(Rod Kucera): Klamath Co. Farm Bureau. For years our agricultural operations
have had no troubles. We've been proactive even before the drought. You've
seen the Ecosystem Restoration Plan and we support that plan. Some of the
things your plan considers are water quality and quantity. My thought is that
you will concern yourselves with quantity. You must consider deep water
storage in this area. This would meet all needs and enhance the economy of
the entire basin. We're asking for you to work with us, and in doing so, drop
your amendment, and spend your time working with us on these storage projects.

(Farro): Regarding offsite storage, most of the system is relatively flat.
You'd have to pump water, and that would expend more energy to pump than you'd
generate getting it back out.

a: This could be funded cooperatively.

(Farro): Flows similar to natural flow regimen are needed to provide natural
fish habitat and that's one of the problems on the Trinity River system.
Water is not wasted when it flows downstream; it is needed to maintain the
river system.

(Mary Kay Taylor): I'm also born and raised in this area. Your document does
not look at the whole picture. You need to do ocean studies before you go
further. Foreign fishing vessels also have an impact. You didn't mention the
Ecosystem Restoration Plan in your draft document. You did mention the
Klamath Compact. There was also no mention of storage or waterfowl needs.
Your document did discuss public land acquisition. Oregon is presently 54%
public land. We must consider what needs to be done and what we can do. Your
document does not mention that Klamath County provided input. I'll introduce
a new subject; there are lies in the upper Klamath Basin amendment. One of
the fellows that helped you draft your plan and that testified in Washington
D.C. indicated that we don't see the big picture and are only concerned with
making money. We consider that an insult. You should admit to his
accusations or tell him to keep quiet.

(Shake): Just for clarification, you are referring to a letter (Attachment 5)
sent to congressman Studds which is signed by Mr. Pat Higgins. The letter is
written on letterhead of the Humboldt Chapter of the American Fisheries
Society, it doesn't represent the views of this Task Force.

(Taylor): May I ask that you read this document and publicly refute this
statement?

(Shake): I'll provide copies to Task Force members and discuss it. I can't
determine what the Task Force will do. It will be discussed as an Agenda
item, and we'll provide you with a note of our discussion.

*** Action ***

Place discussion of Mr. Higgins1 letter to Congressman Studds on the agenda
for a future Task Force meeting.

(Reynolds): I'm hearing many of you express concern that the Task Force is
proposing to come in here and condemn property or water. That is not our
intent. If the upper Klamath Basin document indicates that, we need some
written comment from you identifying where these assertions are being made.
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(Taylor): One more comment. Because of offshore drilling, there is a fund
that contains $9 billion for buying private land to put into public ownership.
Does anyone know anything about this program?

(Mclnnis): I don't know of a federal law allowing that accumulation of funds.

(Reynolds): The State of California gets funding, but that money is already
spent as far as I know.

(Shake): We'll try to search this out, but I ask you to do the same thing.

(Stokely): Is the Running Y Ranch in private ownership? If so, are you
opposed to acquiring that piece of property?

(Taylor): If the entire community believes it will benefit the resource, I can
live with it. I have a difficult time dealing with public acquisition.

(Farro): A question for you and other folks who have commented; did you look
at the section in the long range plan that contains a policy to work with
local subbasins to resolve local problems? Our Technical Work Group (TWG) is
working on this process right now. I ask that you go back and look at Chapter
2 of the long range plan.

(Gary Nichols): I'm a native resident of Klamath Falls. In the past 9 years
there have been four items that have brought the local environmental problems
into the forefront. These items were the Salt Caves Proposal, the 6 year
drought, the endangered sucker problems, and now the salmon restoration work.
I'm not speaking in favor of or opposed to the amendment, I appreciate what
has come out. This is causing people to get together to address problems.
Not all is well in the upper basin, we've not been good stewards in this area.
We've used the river system to extensively to dispose of our local wastes.
We're all contributing to the problem. I appreciate you all for coming here
to address these issues. I agree that there is inadequate representation of
the upper basin on the Task Force. I reviewed the Ecosystem Restoration Plan,
and appreciate that the agricultural community developed a plan to work on
these problems. Some of its contents should be included in your upper basin
amendment. Regarding costs to the tax payer, we've spent over $14 million on
the Salt Caves proposal, so we're not all that concerned about costs. I
encourage you to consider the document titled 2002. It's a wish list of
restoration strategies, with no funding committed. I hope that we can all
work together.

Q: What would you do if you had your wish?

(Nichols): I would ask that all of those involved to do their part, for
posterity.

(James Beck): We've changed the ecosystem drastically, and we musvh recover
these ecosystems. In my opinion, unless salmon are restored to Oregon, Calif
can pay for it.

(Sherman Anderson): Northwest Rafters Association. We look favorably on the
upper Klamath Basin amendment. America is not going to permit the salmon to
die without putting forth some sort of a massive effort. Whether we like it
or not, we can be involved. We can go in a be a part of the solution. The
Ecosystem Restoration Plan demonstrates that we have something to offer, and
many things recommended in it will help fix these problems.

(Bob Flowers): I don't agree that all these environmental problems exist.
Regarding wasted water, any water that flows downstream above that which is
needed is wasted. We need better storage capability. We have two restoration
documents for this area. I wouldn't attempt to tell you what salmon need.
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When you come up here and tell me that I'm doing it wrong, I don't think you
know what you're talking about. We also need adequate representation on the
Task Force.

(Felice Pace): Klamath Forest Alliance. I want to say to the Task Force and
the USFWS that the ecosystem approach is, in our opinion, the only way we'll
succeed in restoration of aquatic resources. We oust continue to move in that
direction, The upper Klaraath Basin amendment is a good first step but is not
enough. We believe that adequate flows must be provided. Minimum flows must
be allowed in the mainstem Klamath River. We also believe that refuges must
provide habitat for waterfowl and wildlife. When you all make the statement
that "we don't want to take anything away from people" I think it's dishonest.
I believe you should be more direct in stating that people will have to make
some sacrifices. We must cooperate in getting additional funding for this
restoration program. I resent that the Ecosystem Restoration Plan is being
presented as the answer for restoring salmon. It's not a salmon restoration
plan. To say something about dams, I would ask you to bring one example of
where a dam has been successful in restoring fish populations. That will have
to be demonstrated if it is to be endorsed. Problems downstream are not
"their" problems but "our" problems. Water rights comments are also
discouraging when you say we may allow you some of "our" water. We can all
fight, but we all will lose. This restoration can be accomplished with
minimum cost, but there's no such thing as a free ride. Cooperative
approaches such as the CRMPs in the Shasta and Scott Valleys are ways to
accomplish our mutual goals.

(Shake): This concludes our public comment period for the evening. Any
overall comments by Task Force members?

(Bingham): I want you all to know that I've listened to you all very
carefully. We will work on the upper Klamath Basin amendment to incorporate
and modify it accordingly. I will work to ensure that this community is
represented on this body.

(Shake): I echo that comment from Nat. We'll consider these comments.

March 31, 1993 am.

Shake called the meeting to order. Harvey Reading sat in for Forrest
Reynolds. Shake suggested adding an agenda item between items 18 and 19, to
hold a discussion of how to handle the written and oral comments received on
the upper basin amendment document.

(Orcutt): In regards to the letter to be developed on harvest management
issues, will KRFRO staff prepare the letter?

(Shake): Yes. KRFRO will allow all to review it. We'll fa»: it to all members
by the end of the week for comments.

(Stokely): I'd like to discus Executive Order 12838, which is Clinton's
proposal to reduce the number of federal advisory committees.

(Shake): How about discussing it as part of agenda item 24? a: OK.

Agenda item 12: Update on instream flow proposal by Dept. of Interior.

(Iverson): This was an item at the last Task Force meeting. As we reviewed at
that time the long range plan Chapter 2 calls for an assessment of instream
flow needs for all salmon and steelhead stocks affected by Iron Gate Dam.
Last year the Task Force wrote to the Secretary of Interior asking, among
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other things, that these studies be conducted. The Secretary's reply was the
USFWS and Bureau of Reclamation would be directed to pursue an instream flow
study. So those two agencies developed a proposal for a scoping phase which
is to develop the details of a study. Since the Task Force meeting, a scoping
meeting was held in Yreka. Three Federal agencies, 2 State agencies, 2
Tribes, and Siskiyou County were represented. That's as far as it's gone at
this point. The Sacramento USFWS office is waiting to hear about funding for
this project. A comment by Mr. Crawford indicated that the irrigators believe
their technical representative was left out of the process. The process will
allow for them to be involved. Not much will happen until funding is
identified. Another instream flow study initiative in the Klamath involves
the Arcata USFWS office and the Bureau of Indian Affairs. They hope to do a
study in the lower Klamath River basin.

(Shake): That's still in the discussion stages.

(Iverson): The geographic extent that we went into the process with was from
Iron Gate Dam to the Salmon River. This is the area apparently influenced by
the dam.

(West): Can you tell us what the attendance was?

(Iverson): The meeting was attended by representatives of the Karuk and Hoopa
Tribes, CDFG, Siskiyou County, USFWS, and Bureau of Reclamation. We also
invited the USFS, NCRWQCB, and the Yurok Tribe, but no one attended for these
agencies.

(Orcutt): I have a letter written from us to Roger Patterson. The major point
of the letter is that we shouldn't focus on the river downstream from Iron
Gate. It's critical that the Klamath Tribe also be involved as well as other
interests of the upper basin. We would lend our support behind efforts like
this by Interior, in getting funding if proper credence is given to involving
Tribes.

Q: Is this going to be a 12 year study?

(Iverson): That remains to be defined.

(Rohde): The Karuk Tribe read a position statement (Attachment 6) at that
meeting because we felt that we were left out of the process. After some
preliminary meetings, the proposal was narrowed to the area described by Ron.
The USFWS Ecological Services staff had no prior knowledge of the Klamath
River system and had to develop this proposal by a deadline. After our
discussion with them, they fell back on what they had developed originally.
After discussion at the scoping session, the group seemed to agree that we
would look at the section from Iron Gate Dam to the Trinity River. We all
recognize that the entire basin must be evaluated and that the initial
proposal focused on the smaller area based on discussions by BOR and USFWS.
CDFG indicated that they were interested in initiating an instream flow study
on the Shasta and Scott Rivers. The Arcata USFWS office indicated that they
were going to work on a flow study for the lower river from Weitchpec to the
mouth.

Q: How long do these things take? You have to look at flows a different
levels. Are we talking about 5 years of study?

(Rohde): Sacramento USFWS staff indicated that this initial review could take
place within a year. What they're striving for is to initiate the scoping
process. They were trying to figure out what the target fish groups were that
they would focus on. Since they were only targeting on the mainstem, I was
perplexed, because they need to focus on specific habitat types. They
identify cross sections and study these sections over varying flows. They
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were talking about 6-9 month scoping and identifying transects. Over longer
period of time, they would look at these given transects to determine changes
in habitat availability.

(West): I suggest a longer lead time in order to have all interested parties
involved.

(Reynolds): CDFG is concerned over the direction that this has taken. We're
not convinced that an IFIM is the correct approach to get the information we
need. We attended the scoping session and it seems to us that the USFWS feels
that the IFIM methodology is necessary.

Q: What would you recommend?

(Reynolds): Other methods are available to determine what flows best meet the
needs of the fish for migration purposes. IFIM is for the purpose of
determining carrying capacity in a stream channel for a target species and age
group. Our experience is that it always works better with resident fish.
Unless they'll deviate from the normal IFIM technique, I don't think it'll
give good migration information.

(Orcutt): Much of that will be born out in the scoping process. There will be
ample opportunity to get all concerns expressed and considered.

(Rohde) : You have to know what you want out of the study, and understand the
limitations of the technique. I don't think we completely ironed out what it
is that we want, nor do they know all other alternatives. I think this Task
Force should assign a committee to review these and develop a recommendation
prior to funding a project.

(Shake): Let's think of what action you want to take, well come back to it.

Agenda item 13: Discussion of FY1994 RFP.

(Bingham): This issue didn't get resolved at the last meeting. In review, a
proposal was made to amend the existing system of assigning target group
preference points. The existing system is that we assign preference points to
target groups. We've had trouble over the years of how to implement the
process. The Act requires that we give preference to specific groups. After
the TWG has ranked proposals, the budget committee assigns additional points
to proposals employing target group. It was felt that this was politicizing
the technical ranking process and a duplication of effort. A proposal was
made that the process be incorporated into the TWG ranking process; to allow
10 points for projects employing target groups. This was discussed at length
by committee at the last meeting. We did not meet full consensus of whether
the TWG could award up to 10 points, or whether just giving 0 or 10 points.
This issue was not resolved'. We chose to forward this issue to this meeting
because a couple of key people were not in attendance.

(Shake): Where do we start?

(Orcutt): I support assignment of either 0 or 10 points. I don't think the
TWG should make a decision on this non-technical issue. I speak against the
sliding scale of 0 through 10 points.

(Rohde): Instead of speaking for the Karuk Tribe, Ronnie Pierce asked me to
relay her feelings on this issue. The TWG evaluates all of the criteria on a
sliding scale. Each individual rates each proposal. To make this particular
item either 0 or 10 focuses too much attention on this issue. She thinks this
should be a sliding scale.
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(Halstead): If the TWG is asked to assign these points, hopefully the
proposers will provide us with specific verbiage of how they'll employ these
groups. My staff also develops project proposals but as a Federal agency we
cannot discriminate to hire these groups.

(Bulfinch): I see a problem arising that a proposer will hire a token employee
to get the full complement of points. I therefore support the sliding scale
approach.

(Farro): I made the original motion at the February meeting, and I was adamant
that the actual wording of the act be included in the RFP. I also wanted to
require proposers to document how they will comply.

(Hillman): I would seek clarification on the issue that brought this subject
again. It appears that we're trying to cut out the budget committee. Does
this mean they will no longer meet to draw the funding lines, by category?
The committee meets each year to discuss this issue. It seems appropriate for
the budget committee to continue meeting and working on the annual funding
processes.

(Bingham): I agree with Leaf that there should still be a review by the
committee to draw funding lines. Although last year we used the absolute
technical ranking scores to determine the work plan. The committee
recommended that last year. I still think the committee should be a part of
that process. At the last meeting, we determined that this assignment of
target employment points should be given back to the TWG. Now the only issue
is whether it is the full 10 points or a sliding scale. The issue of whether
the TWG should be involved has already been decided. I agree with your
comment about the budget committee process and that it's needed. We
considered funding of KRFRO last year as an example. I would hope that
guidance is provided to the budget committee.

(Farro): The FY1994 RFP was supposed to include a statement which stated "if
you will be employing the target groups, or will attempt to employ them,
please explain." There should be credit given to proposers who tried to
recruit target group employees, but were unsuccessful.

(Shake): I suggest that you develop comment on that and give to TWG next year.

Agenda item 14: Discussion on changing the cyclical RFP funding system.

(Shake): This issue was brought up by the Yuroks. Should we table this since
there is no representative?

(Rohde) : I can't speak for the Yurok Tribe, but basically we've been in the
RFP funding cycle each year. Redwood National Park was in a similar situation
until they had technical staff evaluate the area and make specific
recommendations. The thing that prevents us from going into the request for
quotation phase is our inability to fund the TWG to identify specific needs in
the basin. If this Clinton money materializes, the Task Force should consider
providing funds for the TWG to determine what work should be done. One other
issue I've discussed with Walter, there's nothing in the Act that indicates
that we have to spend $1 million each year. It appears possible to me, that
if we know what needed to be done, we might give an infusion of money to get
things done.

(Shake) : Regarding funding, we receive an appropriation of Federal funds each
year. It has amounted to $1 million each year.

(Binghara): I agree with Bob that we need more money now. I renew my plea to
get more money for this program. I invite all of you to go to Congress for
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additional funding. The other part of the equation is to keep the concept of
watershed based planning before you. There is an interactive process that is
necessary. It is critical to consider local input. I feel good about what we
and the TWG started.

Agenda item 14: Public comment.

(West): Regarding your last discussion item, speaking for the TWG, we'd be
willing to develop a specific RFP for FY1995.

(Dave Solera): Last year at this time I met with representatives of Oregon who
said the water was going to be in short supply. The Bureau of Reclamation had
to manage water between us and downstream users. In going into this IFIM,
it's important that you have all the players there. Even though we use some
water, we don't control all of the inflow. We have a tremendous amount of
agriculture upstream. Elwood Miller said we have to start at the top of the
mountain, and I agree. Unless everyone is there, and we know what we want to
do, it won't be successful.

Q: Does the water users protective association speak for all interests?

a: No. There are other diverters and irrigators not represented on that body.

(Thackeray): I have full confidence with these folks in the upper basin. I'm
sure that they can come up with a committee that will work with the Task
Force. It shouldn't be a problem if we leave it in their hands.

(Farro): Is there an RCD for the Klamath Falls area?

a: No, but ASCS is up here.

(Mary Kay Taylor): I would like to ask who is Diane Higgins?

a: Mr. Pat Higgins' wife.

In looking at one of your handouts (Attachment 7) $204,375 is given to Mrs.
Diane Higgins. Is the TWG a self help group? Is she the only person
available? It's your area, your decision to choose who you want to educate
who you want. Will she teach this philosophy to our children up in this area?
I don't like biased, unfair philosophy thrown into education. I wonder if you
should take a closer look at who's doing the educating. Great Northern
Corporation seems to be receiving a lot of money from this program. How are
work groups targeted?

(Shake): The way we develop a work plan, we send out an annual Request For
Proposals (RFP) to the public. We also determine funding levels for each
restoration category, i.e. Habitat Restoration, Habitat Protection, etc. The
proposals are reviewed by the TWG and ranked according to preset criteria.
The list of ranked proposals is then presented to the Task Force for final
approval. This list then becomes our annual work plan. I do not agree with
your comment that our education program is biased. The education curricula
are reviewed prior to sending them out for public school use. All points of
view are presented. I believe the packages are very good and are being used
by other educators in the region.

(Wilkinson): One thing that we determined necessary was education of the needs
of fisheries and fish populations. The original curricula was to be used in
the lower basin. I'm anxious to use these materials in the upper basin. We
have learned that Klamath Co. superintendents don't want biased curricula. The
curricula have been peer reviewed. We're trying to ask professional educators
to design these education materials. I would suggest that you and I get
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together to identify contacts in this area that we can distribute this
education material to.

(Thackeray): Education certainly plays an important part in this program, but
we shouldn't diminish the fact that teachers teach their personal philosophy
of things. This is the concern being expressed. It is imperative that
teachers teach without bias.

(Orcutt): You should also address your concern to Humboldt AFS regarding the
content of the letter from Mr. Higgins.

(Shake): I'll also offer to make copies of the curricula made available to
educators in this area.

(Iverson): There are educators here that can talk about these curricula.

Brian Swagerty, educator Siskiyou County.

(Swagerty): I found the curricula discussed here to be unbiased and a much
needed education resource. Diane Higgins' role has been to gather teachers to
get input from them in developing these curricula. What I'm here to talk
about is to describe what Siskiyou County is doing to develop educational
curricula. The solution to these problems is to educate the public over the
long term. I believe it is the key thing the Task Force can do. There is a
Chinese philosophy that indicates if students are involved with a process,
they will learn it better. Education techniques are changing. Memorizing
facts and figures is not emphasized any longer. Access to and utilization of
information is what is being taught because information changes so quickly
now. In Siskiyou County we ve developed a watershed education approach called
"adopt a watershed." We are developing programs and guides for teachers to
enable them to get involved in this type of education. We also use the
aquarium incubator project to teach students the needs of the fish. We're
educating students on how to become involved in watershed management.
Academic and real world educational settings are making the learning
experience more effective. This is called the 2*2+2 program. With that, I'll
turn this over to Sue Maurer.

(Sue Maurer): Our purpose in coming here is to provide you with some
information. There are other funding organizations that will dove tail with
the Task Force in developing these educational curricula. The Dwight D.
Eisenhower funding program in California is in it's eighth year. We're trying
to get all educators to develop watershed educational proposal which could
receive $225,000 over three years. These funds are earmarked for math and
science. We'll market this curricula under this math/science theme. Native
americans, latinos, east asians, blacks, females, physically challenged, and
those residing in rural parts of the state are eligible groups. We hope to
dove tail this with Oregon education programs as well. Partnerships with U.S.
Forest Service and USFWS, and the Karuk Tribe are identified to participate in
developing these programs. The idea is to put students into a real-life
learning situation like data collection and restoration, so they can enter the
working age class, and be prepared to be involved.

(Orcutt): I think we've heard more than enough justification for education.
We're seeing the "Adopt a Watershed" program being implemented in the
Klamath/Trinity area. Is there a way to integrate Humboldt County in the
programs you've described? I'll serve as a liaison between school boards.

(Maurer): We started in Siskiyou County because that's where we're located.
We welcome others.
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(Holder): I compliment your efforts. I see U.S. Forest Service and other
federal agencies being more contract administrators accomplishing future work
through local entities, and not our own work force.

(Maurer): If this Task Force endorses this work, it might be appropriate for
you to provided us a letter of support. We would include this in our
proposal.

(Shake): We'll ask staff to develop a letter of support from the Task Force.

(Swagerty): A letter of support will be helpful after the first cut process.
I would ask that representatives of each agency be prepared with a letter as
well.

(Shake): I'll ask KRFRO to work with you on this.

*** Action ***

KRFRO will draft a letter of support for use by SisXiyou County Office of
Education when seeking additional funds to augment their watershed restoration
educational materials.

(Stacy Liskey): Upper basin residents would like to have input to these
educational materials as well. Agriculture is not represented. Our part of
the basin is very much different than your part of the basin. We have many
concerns and believe that we can help you.

(Shake): If we get copies to you can you comment?

a: Yes.

(Shake): KRFRO staff will get them to you.

*** Action ***

KRFRO will send draft watershed restoration curricula, as it becomes
available, to upper basin contacts to allow for input from the upper basin
agricultural community.

(Craig Bienz): Klamath Tribe. I'd like to comment on your upper Klamath
Basin amendment. I'm glad that you've come to discuss these issues with us.
The Klamath Tribe recommends that you analyze all of the comments you receive,
and make your findings available to the public. The Klamath Tribe will
volunteer to review the Ecosystem Restoration Plan with the Water Users
Protective Association to reconcile our differences. We ask that you allow us
the opportunity to do this and then come back to this Task Force for project
implementation recommendations in the upper basin. We realize that you have a
short time to review and fund projects this year. We'd like *to make
recommendations (by consensus) of what projects need to be funded in this
upper Klamath Basin area. I don't know that we'll be able to fit your April
14th time line for project proposals. We'd like the opportunity to
contribute.

(Farro): I'm unclear on what you're asking. There is no prohibition on upper
Klamath Basin projects, and will be reviewed on technical merit. Are you
asking for a review of these proposals?

(Bienz): I'm aware of two processes for funding, the Jobs Bill and your
recurring funding process.

21



(Shake): The Jobs Bill program may generate funds but the process will be
different. We will get yo involved to the extent possible. You're also
invited to submit proposals under our RFP process.

(Bienz): The Klamath Tribe and agriculture members are not specified as target
groups. Eligibility is in question because we don't know how we'll qualify.

(Shake): We're locked into our time line for providing proposals by April 14.
Regarding eligibility as a target group, the Act is specific on who's
eligible. This body could also consider this issue at a later date.

(Reynolds): You don't have to be a target group to compete for annual funding.
The Act specifies target groups for people that are impacted by loss of
fisheries.

(Ron Hathaway), OSU extension service:

(Hathaway): I got the RFP yesterday. We've not had time to put together an
adequate proposal. Is this group considering this? It takes a long period of
time to put together a good cooperative proposal. The second question is how
we can identify target groups in this upper basin, and whether they can be
considered eligible.

(Shake): The Act doesn't specify where in the Klamath basin the Tribes are,
and it doesn't specify where fishermen are located.

(Farro): There is another category of targeted groups described as "other
persons whose lives are related to Klamath River fisheries."

(Hathaway): Is this primary or secondary employment?

(Shake): Primary employment is the idea.

(Reynolds): If we don't have an upper Klamath Basin amendment, is it
appropriate for us to consider funds for this area?

(Shake): Good question. We'll get back to that later.

(West): Regarding time consideration, all proponents have the opportunity to
appear in person at the ranking meeting to clarify questions regarding the
proposals. This meeting will be announced in advance.

Agenda item 16: Action item on instream flow study.

(Shake): It appeared to me that there is a need for a continuing scoping
process. There are concerns regarding representation of upper Klamath Basin
interests. Where does the Task Force want to go with this issue?

(Orcutt): Interior is taking the lead on this, and the Tribe wishes to remind
Interior that the term "trust responsibility" is something that we don't take
lightly.

(Holder): I heard a need for additional scoping meetings to involve all
interested parties.

(Reynolds): The Task Force should provide advice and guidance relative to
agency studies, but I remain unclear on what the study is trying to determine
and who's going to do it. Is it under the auspices of the Task Force? Is it
a USFWS initiative? I don't object to the study, but I need to know if this
is a Task Force study or a USFWS initiative, with the Task Force functioning
in an advisory capacity.
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(Iverson): I don't know the answer to your question. Chapter 2 of the long
range plan has a policy which calls for an assessment of instream flow needs
of all life stages of anadromous fishes below Iron Gate Dam. Specifically,
the stretch affected by the dam. The Secretary of Interior indicated that he
would direct the USFWS and Bureau of Reclamation to initiate an instream flow
study. I was directed to cooperate with the USFWS and BOR to develop a flow
study proposal. The scoping process and initial field reconnaissance was to
be implemented in FY1993. The first action for the scoping process was a
meeting on 3-04-93 with previously mentioned participants. Bob Rohde reported
on the proceedings of that meeting. We're still waiting on a report from that
meeting from the USFWS-Sacramento Field Office.

(Orcutt): The Hoopa Tribe believes Interior, through its trust responsibility
to the Tribes, should be the lead agency.

(Reynolds): The State has trust authority for State fish populations. Is this
under the auspices of the Task Force or is it an Interior initiative and is
the Task Force advisory?

(Shake): The Task Force has identified this in the long range plan as a need.
We sent a letter to the Secretary of Interior saying we need to get on with
this. The Secretary's response was to get the USFWS and Bureau of Reclamation
together to develop this study. We have many folks that have indicated they
want to be involved. The Bureau of Reclamation stated they don't have funds
available to get it done. We may choose to use RFP funds to fund it, or there
may be Jobs Bill money. What we need to decide is "should we continue with
the scoping" to flesh this out? I recommend that the technical folks have
more meetings to flesh this out.

(Bingham): Do you feel that a motion is needed to implement this?

(Shake): Yes because of concerns expressed here today.

*** Motion ***

(Bingham): I move that we have an additional scoping session to involve upper
Klamath Basin folks and other interested parties, Tribes, Oregon DWR, and
California DWR.

Motion seconded.

(Reynolds): We believe a flow study is absolutely needed. We think more
information needs to be on the table, allowing selection of a method that may
meet our needs better. Before we begin a flow study, we must decide what
we're targeting. I support the motion.

(Holder): Did you intend that staff would hold the workshop, or technical
folks at the first meeting.

(Iverson): As I understand it, you need specially trained people to act as
facilitators. I recommend that they do it. We can arrange this scoping
meeting be conducted by trained facilitators.

(Bingham): That will then be incorporated into the motion. Staff will arrange
for this scoping meeting continuation, and will provide adequate notification
that this will occur.

(Orcutt): We look to Secretary of Interior as having trust responsibility to
the Tribes.

(Bingham): I'll add recognition of trust responsibility to the motion.
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(Wilkinson): At the public hearing last night, some comments indicated the
need to coordinate with the State of Oregon.

{Bingham): My motion is to include all interested parties.

(Reynolds): Unless someone clarifies trust responsibilities, I cannot support
it. I understand trust responsibilities relative to Tribal rights to fish,
but it's my understanding that States have been assigned trust
responsibilities for State resources except where Tribes are concerned.

(Bingham): I was addressing, more, the winter chinook. There are specific
trust responsibilities regarding water.

(Orcutt): Yes. And the Secretary of Interior has the trust responsibility.
It was not my intent to address the trust authority of the States. Tribes
will individually address this.

(Shake): The motion is to continue the scoping meetings.

*** Motion carried. ***

Agenda item 17: Action item on target group/proposal ranking process.

*** Motion ***

(Farro): I move that the TWG, within their proposal evaluation and ranking
process, assign up to the 10 points based on the documentation provided by a
proposal, on the compliance with Sec. 2-(3) of PL99-552 of their activities in
the Program. This is identical to the motion made at the last Task Force
meeting.

(Wilkinson): Oregon abstains.

*** Motion carried. ***

Agenda item 18: Action item on how to change the cyclical RFP system.

(Shake): The TWG chair volunteered the TWG to develop a specific FY1995
Request For Proposal for our review. It would outline specific kinds of
things that we would send out in the RFP.

(Stokely): In relation to Nat's comments about getting additional funding from
Congress, it's essential to have specific tasks in mind. I think it's very
important.

(Orcutti: There are bigger funding programs and initiatives that may be
utilized. If FY1995 funds are not expended, do they revert back to the
Federal general fund?

(Shake): We approve a prioritized list of projects and fund them until our
annual funds are expended.

(Holder): I support identification of project priority and getting other funds
for cooperative efforts with local communities. It's key to involve local
communities and groups.

(Shake): I'll entertain a motion that would state what Barbara said. We also
must consider that earlier, the Task Force decided to utilize local watershed
CRMPs or planning organizations to help in developing restoration priority.
If there are CRMP groups in place, I urge the TWG to contact them.
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*** Motion ***

(Holder): I move that we ask the TWG to develop a prototype 1995 RFP which
identifies specific and high priority work needed for each subbasin, with
special attention given to involving existing planning groups such as the
CRMPs.

(Farro): This is a step that we've struggled with for some time. We must
focus on need rather than proposals that come to us.

(Holder): This must be done in a timely way so we can make decisions for the
FY95 proposals.

(Orcutt): I support concept of the motion, but I'm not sure that it addresses
Walt's concerns.

(West): Barbara, your motion is directing the TWG to put together a prototype
RFP, and in the process of putting it together we are to involve the CRMP
groups from these watersheds. I have a problem with that if that's what
you're asking us to do. I'm not clear on what involving the CRMPs entails.

(Bulfinch): The intent is to involve the CRMP groups in developing
complementary work to multiply the effect of restoration work in a watershed.

(Rohde): To clarify, RFP verses RFQ's. RFP is what we've done, it is a
request for proposals. Walter want's to develop RFQ's, which are Requests for
Quotes.

(West): My proposal was to develop a more specific request for proposals for
types of work in a specific area. Not to develop an RFQ. You're asking for a
full time job by the TWG to develop site specifications. I don't see the
transition. I see us writing an RFP stating that we want something like
"identifying limiting factors to salmonid production." Development of RFQ
will take too much work

(Holder): My motion was to identify types of work and not specific projects.

(Reynolds): Jack is it feasible for the TWG to, with work you've already done,
come up with prototype with a list of priority projects (or types of projects)
for a subbasin?

(West): I guess we've done that with the prioritized subbasin objectives. As
a group, we can pick one area and prioritize objectives. We can flesh these
out and develop an RFP for a specific area with specific objectives.

(Shake): Which is it?

iStokely): Is it a prototype work plan, RFP, or RFQ?

(Bingham): I understand what Walt wants, but don't see that were there yet.
The motion by Barbara is the best that we can do right now. We don't have the
staff capability.

(Hillman): I feel uncomfortable without first seeking clarification with what
the Yurok Tribe wants on this issue.

(Farro): We're taking a step in that direction. People vote by their
presence. It's a step in that direction, we can't take a giant leap at this
point. I'd like to see us take this step. Walt can offer a motion to direct
this further.
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(Hillman): There seems to be confusion as to where we're going. Walter had
specific concerns, and I don't know what we'd be voting on at this point.

(Bulfinch): The operative word is "prototype" which will be reviewed and
developed further by the Task Force.

(West): How about if we develop this in May, present it to the Task Force for
your evaluation. You can ask us to proceed with the concept or ask us to
change our direction. I see us spending about a day on this issue.

(Reynolds): With the sole proviso that we don't have to approve or reject
their work at that time.

*** Motion carried. ***

(Orcutt): Abstain.

Added agenda item: Discussion of how to process the comments received on the
upper basin amendment document.

(Shake): I'd like to discuss, not substance of comments we've heard, but the
process of how to deal with this information.

(Bingham): I suggest that we do what we did when we got to this place with the
long range plan. You'll recall that we put together subcommittees to consider
comments by chapter and then redrafted those chapters. The final document
emerged as a result of that process. I suggest that we do this again by
putting together a subcommittee (including folks froa the upper basin) to
address these comments, to put together the revised document, and to bring it
back to the Task Force for approval.

(Shake): You offer this just a suggestion, no motion. At the end, when you
said bring back a document that's been rewritten, "for approval." It seems to
me the assignment of the committee would be to summarize comments on the upper
basin amendment and to consider the Ecosystem Restoration Plan in order to
blend these documents together. This committee would report back with a
recommendation on how we should proceed. Small steps are needed.

(Orcutt): We need a subcommittee to address these comments. There were many
interest groups including rafters, fishermen, tribes, and irrigators which
should be represented. I suggest that the Klamath Tribe and the Klamath Basin
Water Users Protective Association meet together to work out their differences
on the Ecosystem Restoration Plan then blend it with the upper Klamath Basin
document.

(Shake): I agree. That would be the beginning part of the process.
I expect internal dialogue to occur up here, which would be followed by a
meeting of the combined groups.

(Thackeray): I support allowing the groups to get together up here first. Nat
did you recommend that in your suggestion?

(Bingham): I didn't offer a motion. I was allowing for this kind of input. I
support a systematic approach, including assigning a committee to formulate
comments and report back to this Task Force with a recommendation.

(Thackeray): Are you recommending that these issues be dealt with internally
prior to meeting with Task Force committees?

(Shake): Yes. Their local issues should be resolved first among themselves,
prior to considering all comments on our documents.
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(Reynolds): We can't tell local folks what they will do. If we identify a
committee of Task Force members, I'm sure these folks can determine how to
develop their positions on the issues. We should decide what it is the Task
Force will do, and allow them to prepare how they want to. I think it's a
good idea.

(Bingham): The step here is to appoint the committee on the Task Force side,
and lay out a process and time line so everyone knows what we hope to do.

*** Motion ***

(Bingham): I move that we form a committee of Task Force members to work on
re-drafting the upper Klamath Basin amendment by incorporating public comments
and information contained in the Ecosystem Restoration Plan. This is made
with the understanding that when the upper Klamath Basin folks and the Klamath
Tribe have reconciled their differences on the Ecosystem Restoration Plan,
that three people from the upper Klamath Basin and three people from Task
Force will come back to the Task Force with a report of how to proceed with
implementation of the upper Klamath Basin amendment.

(Bill Kier) : The way that this process worked in finalization of the long
range plan was all Task Force members were involved. They selected those
subjects that they were particularly keen on. We had 2 or 3 members assigned
to 4 or so little groups. Because the Task Force groups were small, it was
easier for them to schedule meetings. These were done to allow for editing
and removal of factual errors, and brought them back to the Task Force for
final consideration.

(Shake): We're not in the editing mode yet. We're still deciding how we'll
work together. We need to get people together and discuss similarities, and
differences. The group will summarize and make recommendations to the Task
Force on how to work through the process.

(Hillman): Bill Kier's input was helpful. I believe Nat's intent is for that
to occur. If that process hadn't occurred, we wouldn't have the plan today.
I'm sold on that process.

(Shake): John Crawford and Craig Bienz, could you contribute your thoughts to
this discussion?

(Crawford): I hope that the members of the Task Force did not walk away from
last night's meeting with the idea that there is great antagonism between the
Klamath Tribe, the water users, and this Task Force. From the beginning there
has been an underlying unity between these two groups and this Task Force. I
think that unity has been confirmed this morning. Some issues brought out
last night were that we don't believe flows flowing down river are "wasted."
We know that those flows are needed, hopefully these flows can be set aside
and utilized in a more timely fashion for later releases. There was also talk
about waste by irrigators. I think that the drought last year brought on a
new awareness of water use. By increasing efficiency, we started to dry up
the refuges last year. Regarding conversion of public land from private,
offsite storage development would require that. The Running Y Ranch is for
sale. The primary concern by upper Klamath Basin residents is the immediate
conversion of any or all of 38,000 acres to marshes. We question that. A
pilot project is recommended. The Bureau of Land Management has acquired
3,000 acres around Agency Lake and will implement some marsh restoration.
Mike Orcutt, you spoke of the other interested groups. I believe that most
commenters endorsed the ecosystem plan. We all believe that this is a step in
the right direction. Where we stand with the Ecosystem Restoration Plan is up
to you.
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(Shake): The question that I've asked is can you work within the process
outlined here? Can you get a group of folks to work with our folks to
summarize comments we've received, and to develop a recommendation of how we
can proceed. You're asking us to take the Ecosystem Restoration Plan and
throw the upper basin amendment document out. If we can get together with you
folks and the Tribes to look at all comments and to develop a recommendation
for us to consider; is it acceptable and doable?

(Crawford): Would it be the charge of those people to sort through the equity
of representation issue?

(Shake): Yes.

(Crawford): Would it be to work out a revised upper Klamath Basin amendment?
Or develop a document in lieu of it?

(Shake): I see the work group coming back to this Task Force with a
recommendation of how to proceed. We need to work with each other on this
task and hopefully develop a product that we can all agree to.

(Crawford): If the committee is to address all of the aforementioned issues,
it is appropriate. But not for this group to simply deal with revising the
upper Klamath Basin amendment.

(Holder): I think both documents represent a good start, but neither is
complete, obviously both documents don't address all the issues. There is a
way to develop a document that addresses all concerns, but it may not look
like either document.

(Craig Bienz): I was asked to bring the message that the Klamath Tribe will
work with the Task Force and irrigators, and not to exclude other interested
parties. I can support the motion to develop a 3 member committee of Task
Force and 3 member panel of upper Klamath Basin interests to work together to
address these issues. We don't know what the commitment of time will be and
who will be on the panel. The tribe and irrigators can certainly meet, but
who would the 3rd party be?

(Shake): A panel of three members is only a suggestion.

(Orcutt): Couldn't that third person be picked by the Task Force? For us to
buy into that, we need review of the Ecosystem Restoration Plan.

(Thackeray): I don't support appointment by the Task Force.

(Bingham): My motion included three Task Force representatives, a panel of six
individuals, total. The first phase is for the upper Klamath Basin folks to
get together to work out their differences.

v.

(Bienz): This is a priority for us, but it is also the busy season for us and
the irrigators. I know we can do this and I believe that this good faith
effort can work.

(Comment from the audience): Since Klamath County has made an effort to be
involved, I think the County should be identified as a participant.

(Shake): That's an excellent suggestion. We don't want to tell you who the
folks ought to be. We simply ask that you folks participate.

(Question from audience): Can a committee of many more people be involved in
the first issue resolving process?

(Shake): Yes. We are not going to tell you folks how to do that.
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(Todd Kepple): Who decides who's involved in the upper Klamath Basin
representation on this first committee?

(Shake): We'll select our three and allow, for example, the Klamath County
commissioners to select their representation.

(Bingham): My motion is relative to the entire upper basin not just Klamath
County, Oregon. Are the commissioners willing to include the California
representatives?

(Crawford): It's a problem because Modoc County may not be represented.

(Comment from audience): There are other interests such as fishermen, rafters,
and others that should also have a say in this process. One suggestion is
that you sacrifice one of your members allowing four members from the upper
Klamath Basin and two from the Task Force.

(Stokely): I suggest three members of the Task Force, one from the Klamath
Tribe, one from the Users Protective Association, and one from Klamath County.

(Shake): How about if we include Modoc County in that list, and move on with
that?

(Bingham): I'll amend my motion to include Modoc County, with representatives
from the upper Klamath Basin and three Task Force members.

(Kepple): As I understood the motion, you said that they would redraft the
amendment.

(Bingham): We agreed that the first step would be to collect all comments, and
then to develop a recommendation on how to proceed with redrafting the upper
basin amendment. This recommendation would be presented to the Task Force. I
see an incremental process with a report coming from the committee.

(Kepple): This committee would ultimately redraft the amendment?

(Shake): Depends on what the recommendations are. The group might recommend
redraft. Until this group meets, I don't want to say that the amendment will
be redrafted. All of us and the upper Klamath Basin folks need talk about it.
We have a variety of comments from "stop" to "go with it" and folks need to
sort through these comments.

(Bienz): I'm wondering about four representatives from upper basin to sit on
this committee. The Klamath Tribe's intention is that everyone will be
represented here. I'm wondering if we should go back to the positions to be
added to the Task Force, i.e. the Tribe and Klamath County. It doesn't matter
if there are two or four. I support having just two representatives.

(Crawford): The irrigator's would be comfortable with Craig's comment if we
can be the other representative.

(Bingham): I'm happy to amend motion to two people.

(Bob Byrne): Maybe the committees should be structured after the local issues
are resolved between upper Klamath Basin representatives.

(Shake): The suggestion from Craig Bienz was to appoint a committee of two
members from the Task Force to meet with two representatives of the upper
Klamath Basin. We still have the motion allowing for four representatives,
which has now been reduced to three.
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(Hillman): I suggest that we go with the two representative idea, because of
the amendment to the Act. Other representation determined by us would be
arbitrary.

(Bingham): I'll amend the motion consistent with Leaf's suggestion.

(Reynolds): I'll support the motion as long as the upper Klamath Basin folks
are all fairly represented in the final analysis. I m beginning to perceive
some sort of idea that we'll track the amendment legislation regarding two
representatives after adoption. I support simply getting together with upper
Klamath Basin folks to iron out our differences.

(Shake): I support getting the folks to sit together to sort the issues out.
The charge is to summarize the comments received in testimony and writing, to
develop a set of recommendations for the Task Force on how to proceed with the
amendment process. As John Crawford said, they can have recommendations on
all issues mentioned earlier in this discussion. Preceding that, the local
folks would get together to resolve issue differences.

(Bingham): That's the motion.

(Shake): The motion is for three representatives from each.

*** Motion carried. ***

(Shake): We'll adjust the agenda a little bit because some folks need to leave
early. We'll move up agenda item 21 to this time.

Agenda item 21: Status of the Klamath River Information System. (Bill Kier)

(Kier): The Klamath Information System was supported by this Task Force, but
is funded from another source. The origin of this project goes back to an
early discussion with Ron Iverson. Ron asked us if we were familiar with
EPA's reach file system. It became clear to us that we needed to develop some
way of compiling information for this fishery restoration program. As we got
into the project we realized that there is a lot of information available but
it's scattered everywhere. An element of your long range plan is the
development of a coordinated information system. The policy states that you
will explore operating this system based on the EPA reach file system. We
developed a proposal and submitted it under your name to the California North
Coast Water Quality Control Board. We submitted the proposal back in 1990 and
money became available late 1992. I had intended to use Patrick Higgins
because of the energy he displayed in developing the long range plan. I've
also hired Jan Derksen. The team is Pat, Jan, and me. Jan is a computer
scientist. The grant was made to the USFWS which is contractually obliged to
California to develop this Klamath Information System, utilizing the EPA Reach
File system. The Reach File is a nation-wide system of identifying water
bodies by unique reach unit number. The number is similar to a zip code.
USFWS has contracted with Kier Associates to provide a demonstration of
usefulness for this program. From EPA's standpoint it is a large scale
demonstration of their reach file and its usefulness for water quality
improvement and fish restoration information management. It's an empowerment
of the restoration program by making a link to the water quality programs of
California. The grant requires a 40% non-federal match. The match will come
about largely with the involvement of community based resource recovery
groups. There is a lot of eagerness to help and be involved through volunteer
work. Volunteer work is how the match will be made. We're working in the
first tasks of the agreement. We've recommended that Reach File 3 be
selected. The question was "are we talking about developing the computer
system in a PC or mainframe environment?" The answer is that PC capability
allows for us to utilize these. Now we're trying to determine equipment and
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software needs and availability. We're initially trying to develop an
information sharing system, not a CIS system, but we hope to bring it to CIS
level. Ron developed a second draft proposal that contemplates integrating it
with U.S. Forest Service and other CIS systems. On that point, a USFS Fish
Habitat Restoration publication (No. 11) talks about moving fish habitat data
into a CIS. The article describes what happens when you get fish habitat
types arranged by the CIS system and then what happens if you focus on
particular habitat types. This project is a good example of how to determine
whether we're gaining or losing in habitat restoration. I see great potential
for involving the upper Klamath Basin folks in developing a complete system
for the Klamath basin. We're about 25% along with the contract, and we'll be
pleased to come back whenever you wish.

Q: Is this system going to be tied into the California data monitoring system?

(Kier): Yes. The reach file system wraps in the standard stream monitoring
databases (storet, bios, etc.). I don't know which data sets are going to be
useful to all players in the system. If data is not included, the location of
the data will be cited.

Q: Are you coordinating with the other CIS demonstration project that we
funded a few years ago?

(Kier): We will. Frankly, I've lost track of that project. We're trying to
come up with a data management system, not focusing directly on CIS. Data
storage, compilation, and retrieval, for all to use is what we're after.

Agenda item 19: Green Sturgeon project update.

(Orcutt): I will report on the Hoopa green sturgeon tagging/monitoring
project. So far we ve purchased tags and identified a tagging protocol. We
have a commitment from the Yurok Interim Council to implement this. We hope
to tag and release green sturgeon on the Hoopa and Yurok reservations this
year. There is an effort by CDFG to close the inriver sport fishery for green
sturgeon. I understand that the Department will go to the State Fish and Game
Commission to close the fishing season. That's something that we should be
aware of. Lately there has been discussion of listing this species. We all
should be aware that this is in folks minds. We're trying to get a handle on
the status of the stocks. We're pursuing getting funding from EPA for
considering this species as an indicator of water quality.

Agenda item 20: Update on hatchery/wild stock review. (Reynolds)

(Shake): Are agenda items 20 and 25 two separate issues?

(Reynolds): I would like to report on them together. One of the issues has to
do with the effects of artificial production on natural stocks. We've asked
for parties interested in this evaluation effort to notify us that they want
to be involved. Regarding the evaluation of the basin's rearing projects, we
want to present you with a draft report of our findings and conclusions. We'd
like to receive your comments on this draft document by May 1. We'll develop
a final report and send it to the 3 chairs. I've asked Harvey Reading to make
a presentation to you.

Harvey Reading: (Paraphrased the attached report, Attachment 8).
We want to emphasize that we think it is unreasonable to assume that
populations can be maintained without use of hatcheries. The loss of access
to historic habitat requires that hatcheries be operated to mitigate for this
loss.
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Q: Would excess hatchery eggs be used for classroom incubators?

(Reading): That has potential, but the disposition of these fish is another
subject.

(Reynolds): The Department has been criticized for overplanting and we must
draw a line on releases unless they are attributed to the hatchery production
limit.

(Orcutt): Siskiyou County has about 24 classrooms with coho eggs. I don't
recommend killing them.

(Reynolds): As an appendix to this final report we'll include the minutes of
the two meetings of the hatchery review committee.

Agenda item 22: Report on the survey of all projects funded to date. (Alcorn)
(Attachment 7)

(Alcorn): We were asked to develop this report at your February meeting. This
is an objective survey of each project funded to date with Federal restoration
program money. Each project is listed by restoration category, last name,
then by fiscal year. The Technical Work Group will have this information to
use while ranking project proposals in this year's process.

Agenda item 23: USFS land management plans. (Holder)

(Holder): I would like to schedule more time on the next agenda for a briefing
from 6 Rivers and the Klamath National Forest staffs. We'll be better
positioned to providing briefing materials by then. We're close to having a
draft Land Management Plan (LMP) for the Klamath National Forest, for public
review. You'll recall that we developed alternatives from input from public,
timber industry, and local interest groups. All were involved in our multi-
use planning teams. All were involved in developing alternatives. We began
looking at four multi-use alternatives and compared similarities. We looked
at all things the public told us were good ideas. We've added a number of
leading edge technologies. A number of land allocations have been made.
We've developed standards and guidelines on land management to protect
fisheries resources. We've received good feedback on these protective
measures. Regarding timber management, what we're proposing on the Klamath
National Forest is drastically different from in the past. This should result
in a completely different timber output. Clearcutting is a thing of the past,
except in salvage harvests. We can consider these ecological areas of high
value. For 15 watersheds, we've deferred any activities until specific
watershed recovery criteria are met. We're expecting to have our draft
published by May, 1993. At that point, we'll enter a formal input process.
The final process will take about 9 months for review.

v

Q: Are you going to consider the last report to Judge Dwyer by Jack Ward
Thomas in development of your plan?

(Holder): It's still in the scientific arena, but many issues arise quicker
than the management plans being developed. The answer is no.

(Shake): A factor that may impact those plans is the President's forest
conference this Friday. We fully expect to see salmon discussed as an issue.
We'll put a more comprehensive briefing on your plans for next meeting agenda.

*** Action ***

Place on the June agenda, a briefing on the U.S. Forest Service's Six Rivers
and Klamath National Forest Land Management Plans.
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Agenda item 24: Proposed 1994 activities by participants.

U.S. Department of Agriculture:

(West): We went through this same reporting process last year at this time. I
understand that the intent is to allow the Task Force and TWG to be aware of
what will be implemented in the coming year. It's not good timing for the
U.S. Forest Service process. The reality of the FY1994 program is unknown.
We lost about $350,000 in the FY1993 budget. The proposed FY1994 fisheries
program budget is $2.075 million. We don't know if it will be funded in
entirety. If we meet our program goals, we'll have a better chance of getting
funding. Forests that don't meet commitments get punished the following
fiscal year.

Q: Regarding your spring chinook initiative, is that in the base budget
proposal?

(West): It's in the total proposed program. You will recall the total program
was to ask for $1.7 million per year to implement it. Last year we got
$300,000 for work in the Salmon River drainage. We've parlayed that to about
$450,000. This year there is an earmark of about $400,000 for spring chinook
restoration work. I don't know what the end result will be.

U.S. Department of Interior:

(Shake): I'll just begin with a broad fiscal year overview. The USFWS
fisheries should do fairly well in FY1994. We have no reason to believe that
Klamath funding would not be in the FY1994 budget. There may be some
carryover money from "93 Jobs Bill funds. Many of these projects will impact
the Klamath Basin. All of the resource agencies have an opportunity now to
benefit from the recent Department of Agriculture and Department of Interior
Secretaries tour of the area. The opportunity is before us. In addition, the
USFWS has determined to establish an office in the Klamath Falls area to have
a mix of USFWS representatives from different divisions to work with all other
interests to try to prevent catastrophes from occurring. There is substantial
local interest for establishment of this office. This office will be looking
at the entire Klamath ecosystem perspective. This will provide another
opportunity for us to cooperatively work together.

(Stokely): The executive order mentioned earlier proposed elimination of one
third of all Federal advisory committees, except those that are identified by
statute. The order directs a review of these committees with a view toward
consolidation.

(Bruss): The executive order was signed Feb 10, 1993. The order also mandated
that the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) look at this order to work up
some detailed findings. These findings indicate that over 1,100 committees
exist, costing over $100 million per year. We were asked to draft a
justification for the federal advisory committees operating in the Trinity
Restoration Program.

(Shake): We received the same request for the Klamath River advisory
committees and our response was that we recommend that the Task Force and
Klamath Fishery Management Council remain in effect.

(Stokely): The Congress would have to amend the Act to eliminate statutory
advisory committees. There would be a lot of work involved.

(Alcorn): I have a report prepared on other Department of Interior activities
to occur in the Klamath Basin in FY1994. To save time, I'll attach this
report to the minutes (Attachment 9).
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National Marine Fisheries Service (NMTS):

(Mclnnis): I'll echo many comments that Jack West made regarding FY94. It's
too far off. Our region still doesn't have its budget for 1993. The
activities that the NMFS is involved with in the Klamath River basin are
activities funded through CDFG under Anadromous Fish Act funds. We expect
about $280,000 to be available next year. Most of it will go to mark and
recapture of fall Chinook and to tagging IGH fall chinook. We expect to
continue our staff support on the KFMC and the PFMC tech teams, and will
implement recommendations of PFMC regarding ocean salmon management with
cooperation from Oregon and California. We're committed to collecting
information to reduce the impact of bycatch on salmon populations. An
observer program on the whiting fleet will be implemented. In addition to
that, we're involved with States and the Coast Guard in enforcement of
management regulations and the high seas gillnet laws. Last week we received
a petition to list coho salmon as endangered in all areas south of San
Francisco. Judging from our shift of activities with the winter run listing,
if the petition is accepted, we can expect a shift of our activities.

(Shake): There has also been a petition for listing the South Fork Umpqua sea
run cutthroat.

Hoopa Valley Tribe:

(Orcutt): The Tribe will continue to participate with KFMC, the Klamath and
Trinity Task Forces, and will assist in developing an EIS for implementing the
CVP Improvement Act. We'll follow the issue turning over CVP operational
authority to the State of California. We're also working with the World
Wildlife fund. We've completed the needs assessment phase of that and we're
going for full funding for '94. Development of an Integrated Resources
Management plan is underway. Biodiversity and economic sustainability, are
critical to maintaining self sustainability. This is one major effort that we
will try to get underway.

Karuk Tribe:

(Rohde): The Karuk Tribe is in it's 4th year of establishing a department of
natural resources. We see opportunities to provide training to our staff, and
may take on an individual to learn environmental monitoring techniques. We
will continue monitoring the mainstem Klamath River. We worked cooperatively
with CDFG and the U.S. Forest Service doing escapement estimates. We're
hopeful that we will have an opportunity to do this in lieu of operating the
Salmon River weir. The Salmon River Restoration Council was supported by the
Task Force as a community based restoration organization. This is the first
year of our data collection effort to conduct water temperature data in
mainstem Klamath River. We look forward to developing better coordination
with CDFG and the USFS throughout our ancestral territories, and will continue
to work with the other Tribes.

(Reynolds): Have you detected any reluctance for CDFG to work with you?

(Rohde): We were all drawn together in last year's low water situation.
Biologists were more than willing to cooperate and work together. It also
worked well last fall while surveying the Salmon River basin twice per week.

(Reynolds): I hope that it continues and want you to know that it's our
overall intent to keep everyone involved.

CDFG:

(Reynolds): The basic biological work that we do will continue as last year
with Paul Hubbell and Ralph Carpenter. We'll continue our work on the
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hatchery/natural stock interaction issue, and try to get a handle on salmonid
life history in the Klamath River estuary. We're looking at a funding
reduction next year. We're losing our anadromous fish act monies and will
take reductions in ocean management and Klamath/Trinity projects. We'll be
slower in getting project reports, and may reduce our efforts in the South
Fork Trinity River. I think that we're secure until the middle of Federal
FY1994. We re taking severe reductions in anadromous salmon/steelhead
programs. We'll experience funding reductions from environmental license
plate, tidelands and oil monies. We're looking at a rather large reduction in
our programs. The state-wide reductions may impact the Klamath and Trinity
River program. Our habitat restoration projects will probably be left at the
same funding level as last year. Some of the things we're trying to do in the
Klamath/Trinity systems include trying to support education programs by
expanding the adopt a watershed" program. We're hoping to finalize
guidelines for classroom incubator programs.

Trinity County:

(Stokely): About two weeks ago the Bureau of Reclamation (BOR) forecasted
Trinity Lake with lower carryover than last year. BOR is going to be
exporting very little water out of the Trinity basin. Most of the water will
be used to keep Lewiston Reservoir flushed of warm water for temperature
control in the Trinity River and to dilute acid mining drainage. The total
export should be less than 300,000 acre-feet. Roger Patterson decided to
increase carry over storage in Trinity Lake to assist the economics of Trinity
County. We're going to request a minimum lake level regime to allow economic
stability. Instream flow releases should total 340,000 acre-feet into the
Trinity River, and may be as high as 355,000 acre-feet. The flow regimen will
be 3000 cfs in May. Other interests have been expressed regarding flow
releases during fishing season. We'll also work on EIS for implementing the
CVP Improvement Act. We'll also deal with encroachment of riparian
vegetation. The Trinity River Restoration Program proposes to modify some of
those areas. There is much local opposition to removal of riparian
vegetation. The Trinity program will have an RFP going out in the next couple
of weeks. The County Board of Supervisors will consider the Trinity County
Home Rule Coalition. The Coalition is an effort to get the county more into
the drivers seat in management of federal lands and resource use. It's an
effort for counties to effect change at the local level.

(Thackeray): This is a concept of working with Federal and State agencies to
achieve what ought to be done in each county. Federal agencies are under no
obligation to operate with counties unless they have a comprehensive land
management plan. We see a good working relationship between the USFS and the
BLM. I've concluded that U.S. Forest Service can be a great benefit to
counties, and vice versa. It's a working relationship where they work
together. NEPA requires this cooperation, i.e. working with the people. With
new Surface Mining and Reclamation Act (SMARA) rules and regulations, the
State indicated that the Counties can be responsible for implementation. Our
county is leaning heavily that we don't do anything much different than what
the U.S. Forest Service is doing. BLM has proposed extensive land exchanges
in the Shasta Valley, which we've opposed because of the net loss of tax base.
The time has come for counties to work together with agencies in land
management planning issues. Siskiyou County looks at this as a positive
thing.

(Stokely): BLM has agreed not to buy land in Siskiyou County if the local
government determines it's unacceptable. This is a good example of local
decision making. The Grass Valley Creek buy out by BLM occurred this year.
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Siskiyou County Fish and Game Commission:

(Bulfinch): I was asked to serve as a liaison with the Commission. I've
attended a couple of their meetings. The Shasta Valley CRMP (SVCRMP) is
progressing rapidly. Some landowners are pulling out of agriculture and
selling to land developers. The CRMP proposed projects to fence 11 miles of
stream, which are progressing quicker than the CDFG can develop the contracts.
The CRMP is also working on initiating a pulsing flow to move smolts out of
the Shasta River this spring. They're also working on having a staggered
ditch opening at the start of the irrigation season so the river won t go dry
right away. The Fish and Game Commission membership has almost completely
turned over. About $2,000 was approved for a group wanting to plant
bitterroot brush in Modoc County. The Siskiyou Fish and Game Commission has
about $30,000. So they have funds for small projects, they need people to put
in project proposals.

Humboldt County:

(Farro): Gravel extraction issue has heated up in Humboldt County. This issue
is more pertinent to the Eel and Mad Rivers. The Humboldt County Fish and
Game Commission is finding money available because they no longer fund the
operation of Prairie Creek Hatchery. They are deciding how to spend this
money.

Agenda item 26: Public comment.

No comment.

(Shake): I want to identify the Task Force members who will meet with upper
Klaraath Basin group. George Thackeray will chair the committee, Keith
Wilkinson and Mike Orcutt will also serve as representatives. We'll send a
letter to the Klamath County Commissioners, Modoc County Board of Supervisors,
and the Klamath Tribe regarding this work assignment.

(Shake): Regarding the draft letter to be sent to the KFMC has been passed out
to each of you. Get your comments to Ron by tomorrow, he'll finalize it and I
will transport it to the KFMC for its April 5 meeting.

Agenda item 27: Identify future agenda items.

(Shake): Give your proposed agenda items to Ron.

Agenda item 28: Set meeting location for June meeting.

The meeting will be held from 8:00 am, June 15th, to 12:00 noon,KJune 16th, in
Yreka, California.

Agenda item 29: Meeting date and location for fall. 1993 meeting.

The meeting will be held in Hoopa, California, on October 5-6, 1993.

(Shake): I'd like to thank staff for putting this meeting together. I'd
really like to thank the folks from the Klamath Falls area. We appreciate you
attending our meeting and for providing us with comments. We do want to work
with you folks.

Meeting adjourned.
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ATTACHMENT 1

FINAL AGENDA FOR THE MEETING
OF THE

KLAMATH RIVER BASIN FISHERIES TASK FORCE
KLAKATH FALLS,, OREGON
MARCH 30-31, 1993

March 30, 1993

1:00 pm 1. Call to order and adoption of agenda.

1:05 2. Introduction of Task Force members.

1:10 3. Explanation of background and purpose of this meeting. (Shake)

1:30

1:45

4. Adoption of minutes from the February 3-4, 1993, meeting.

5. Report on the Clinton Administration Jobs Bill and how it may
relate to the Klaroath Fishery Restoration Program. (Shake)

2:00

2:30

2:45

6. Briefing on Upper Klamath River Basin issues, irrigators'
perspective. (John Crawford)

Break

7. A report from Bureau of Reclamation - Klamath Project on their
operating plan for 1993. (Mike Ryan)

3:15 8. Briefing on Upper Klamath River Basin issues, Klamath Tribe's
perspective. (Elwood Miller)

3:45 9. Public comment on preceding agenda items.

5:00 Adjourn for dinner.

7:00 pm Reconvene.

7:05 10. Explanation of background and purpose of this meeting. (Shake)

7:25 11. Public comment on the upper basin amendment to the long range
plan for the Klamath River Basin Conservation Area Fishery
Restoration Program.

10:00 Adjourn meeting for the day.



March 31. 1993

8:00 am Reconvene.

8:05 12. Update on the instream flow study proposal by the Department
of Interior, followed by Task Force discussion of scoping
involvement. (Tverson)

8:20 13. Task Force review/discussion of the FY1994 RTP with emphasis
on resolving the target employment group Incentive points
Issue.

8:45 14. Task Force discussion of changing present cyclical RFP system.
Specifically, discussion of what needs to be done and how the
USFVS should go about soliciting bids for work identified.

9:15 Break.

9:30 15. Public comment.

10:15 16. Action: Task Force recommendation on level of Involvement In
the scoping phase of Interior's instream flow study.

17. Action: Task Force recommendation on how to incorporate the
target employment group criterion into the project proposal
ranking process.

18. Action: Task Force recommendation on how to change the
cyclical RFP project selection process in order to identify
critical restoration needs and select projects to meet these
needs.

11:00 19. Update on green sturgeon study by Hoopa Valley Tribe. (Orcutt)

11:20 20. Update on hatchery/wild stock review committee. (Reynolds)

11:40 21. Update on Klamath River Information System. (Bill Kier)

12:00 Lunch

1:00 pm 22. Evaluation report for all restoration projects funded by the
Task Force from FY1989 to date. (Alcorn)

1:15 23. U.S Forest Service will provide a briefing on the Klamath and
Six Rivers land management plans, if available. (Holder) t
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1:45 24 . Proposed 1994 activities vorking toward achieving objectives
of the long range plan:

U.S. Department of Agriculture. (Holder)

U.S. Department of Interior. (Shake/Alcorn)

U.S. National Marine Fisheries Service. (Mclnnis)

Hoopa Valley Tribe. (Orcutt)

Karuk Tribe. (Hillman)

Yurok Tribe. (Lara)

California Department of Fish and Game. (Reynolds)

Others (Counties, commercial or sport fishing communities,
etc.)

3:00 Break

3:15 25. Hatchery evaluation committee report. (Reynolds)

3:30 26. Public comment.

4:30 27. Recommendations for future agenda items.

28. Set meeting location for June, 1993 meeting.

29. Set meeting dates and location for fall, 1993 meeting.

5:00 Adjourn meeting.
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Tue, March 30, 1993 Upper Klamath River and Basin

I. Upper Klamath River and Basin

The City of Klamath Falls supports the ecosystem
restoration plan proposed by the Klamath Basin Water Users
ASBOC. as the most likely to address the problems and
concerns that the Klamath River Task Force has noted in the
proposed amendment. This ecosystem plan is based on
scientific data and does not have the impacts to the
economic stability of the upper basin communities as the
amendment appears to have. This is due to the fact that the
study that led to the original amendment did not adequately
address the uniqueness of the water quality parameters that
exist in the upper basin and on which numerous water quality
and quantity studies have been conducted.

Os a background I would like to review briefly the
hydrological and water quality characteristic* that are
unique to the watershed. First, the problems identified by
the Klamath River Task Force have been present ever since
the formation of the Upper Klamath Lake. The lake was
formed already eutrophic and remains so today. The
so-called hyper-euthrophic condition that is said to exist
now is largely a result of the physical parameters of the
lake and its watershed, plus the impacts of the mono-culture
algae growth.

The parameters involved are the depth of the lake and large
shallow bays and the slowness of flow from lake region down
to the Keno stretch (Lake Ewauna) and the head of the
Klamath River. These result in higher water temperatures
that with the presence of the naturally high nutrient loads
of the water provide excellent conditions for algae growth
in the lake and the flatter sections of the river before
Keno.

II. Historic Perspectivei

The Upper Klamath Lake and Klamath River Basin waters are
high in nutrients and, because of the flow regimes and
shallowness, have had temperature and low D. O. problems.
Both the 1854 Railroad Survey and Fremont's report indicate
that during the summer when they were in the area there were
algae growth, smells and tastes typical of low D. O. in the
lake. The natural waters of the area are noted as being
high in nutrients and minerals i.e. phosphates, arsenic,
nitrates, etc. High pH's are also present in the surface
waters of Upper Klamath Lake and Lake Ewauna during the
periods of high algal growth. This is due in part to the
biological impact of the algae on the COS and buffering
capacity of the water. Even with the impacts of irrigation
developments and man*s presence, the natural background
levels of nutrients and the physical water parameters are
responsible for the greatest amount of the concerns
expressed regarding the water quality in the Klamath River.
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Even back in the 1950's and e»rly I960'a, when there were
water quality concerns because of fish kills, waste water
disciiarges from Cities and other rural areas (either from
treatment plants or septic systems), possible industrial
discharges, and log storage occurring in Lake Ewauna. A
multiple year study concluded thati "The largest BOD
loadings in the Klamath River waters of Oregon come
predominantly from the natural aquatic life in Upper Klamath
Lake. The highest average BOD loadings occurred at the head
of the Link River.... This is (located) above all
significant domestic and industrial waste sources. ...
Chemical, physical and biological activities in Upper
Klamath Lake dominate the water quality of the Klamath
River." "fill of the man-made BOD loadings in the basin are
quite insignificant when compared to the BOD of naturally
occurring organic materials emitting from Upper Klamath
Lake. Lake Ewauna and the Klamath River down to Keno serve
as a giant oxidation lagoon for both natural and added BOD
loadings." (Oregon State Sanitary Authority Final Report
1964) This same study noted that while there was a
definite D.0. sag sometimes in Lake Ewauna and the Klamath
River to Keno, there is complete recovery at the Big Bend
Power House station.

It would appear that the D.O. problems plus temperature,
foarn and smell problems noted at Iron Gate and other
reservoirs are local phenomenon typical of reservoirs and
algal populations and not the sole result of the Upper
Klamath Lake.

III. Presenti

The Klamath River has been designated by Oregon DEQ as a
water quality limited stream, based primarily on the
nutrient loads, even though water quality limits are
predominantly due to naturally occurring loads. DEQ has
been studying the river to establish the Total Maximum Daily
Loads to be placed on the river, but have not been able to
come up with appropriate limits. Existing waste water
discharges from the City of Klamath Falls treatment plant
are much less than existing background nutrient levels and
thus are actually diluting the nutrient load by about 3
million gallons a day. The City has even been studying to
see if it wants to continue to discharge to the river or if
it should remove this amount of "purer" water from the
system and just let the natural nutrients flow down the
river.

While there is no question that there are water quality
problems with the Upper Klamath Lake and the waters down to
Keno, what is the Task Force going to do about the naturally
occurring quality problems that have been present since the
beginning of the River and watershed? The waters were never

t
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priatins, pure water»| yet fish (Trout) »t 111 thrive in the
upper Klamath River. In fact John Fortune often refer* to
the stretches below the Reno dam as " A blue ribbon trout
fishery" (personnel communication). How could this be if
there were aa severe a water quality problem as intimated by
the Task Force and its proposed amendment?

- 3 -
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11800 Tingley Lane
Klamath Falls, Or 97603

hank you for this opportunity to provide input.

I was a K lama th County Commissioner for eight years. I am also the

immediate past Chairman and Federal Representative on the Klamath River

Basin Compact Commission. I offer these two facts as assurance to you
that I have been, and am now, still very interested and concerned for

the future of this great basin.
I oppose the proposed amendment to your Restoration Plan. I was support-

ive of the plan as it was originally presented to me. I can no longer

offer that support without compromising the terms of the Klamath River

Basin Compact.
The Compact was designed by men of real vision and ratified by both

California and Oregon Legislatures and the Congress of the United States
36 years ago. It has served the area well. The terms of the agreement

are specific and easily understood. The boundaries are specific and
easily determined. I have attached a copy of the Compact with a map
showing these boundaries. Because the terms of the Compact were given

any long discussions, written, reconsidered and rewritten 10 times in

as many years, I have enclosed an historical account for your information.
As it is equally important, I have attached a copy of the Re-Affirmation
of the purposes of the Compact signed in 1990 by both the original members
and the members of the Compact at that time.
This information supporting the terms of the agreement should convince
even the most skeptical that the Compact did, and does, serve the needs

of the people of this basin. We cannot comply with both the Compact
and the amendment you are proposing.

In previous meetings I have suggested that your restoration program,
as originally planned, and the Compact can and should work together for
the ^rood of all. Your amendment is a violation of the terms of the
Compact which is the law of the Upper Klamath River. I cannot support
the proposed amendment and again, respectfully, request that you return
to the position that allows cooperation rather than conflict. We should
be planning, together, for additional water storage so that in years
when we have good snow pack and rain, we can save it for better utiliza-
tion of this precious resource.
Again, thank you for holding this meeting for public input.
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' , , "THE KLAMATH RIVER BASIN COMPACT"

«REFERENCES TO THE COMPACT SAY "IT WAS RATIFIED BY THE STATES OF

)N AND CALIFORNIA AND THE CONGRESS IN 1957". PERIOD*

THAT'S A TRUE STATEMENT BUT IT OVERSIMPLIFIES A VERY COMPLEX COMPROMISE

THAT TOOK YEARS TO ACCOMPLISH. THE HISTORY OF THE COMPACT ACTUALLY

STARTS BACK AT THE TURN OF THE CENTURY.

THERE WERE LOTS OF PARTICIPANTS TO THE ISSUE. THE UNITED STATES WANTED

TO SETTLE THE WEST.. PEOPLE FROM THE EAST AND MID-WEST WANTED TO OWN

LAND. ONE OP THE MOST IMPORTANT DIFFERENCES IN LIVING HERE AND ANY

OTHER PLACE IN THE WORLD IS THAT HERE IN AMERICA ANYONE MAY OWN LAND.

WHEN THE SETTLERS FIRST LOOKED DOWN INTO THE KLAMATH BASIN - WHETHER

THEY STOOD AT THE TOP OF GEARHART MOUNTAIN LOUKING WEST, OR AT THE TOP

OF WALKER MOUNTAIN, NORTH OF CRATER LAKE, LOOKING SOUTH, THEY DID NOT

•

THE BEAUTIFUL, MANICURED FARMS WE SEE TODAY. THEY DID NOT SEE

GRAIN FIELDS OR POTATO FIELDS. THEY DID NOT SEE FAT CATTLE HAPPILY

GRAZING IN GREEN PASTURES. THEY SAW RIVER, MARSHES OR SAGE BRUSH.

BUT THEY SAW POTENTIAL!

THE KLAMATH BASIN IS A HIGH DESERT. WE ARE RIGHT AT 4000' WITH AN

AVERAGE RAINFALL OF 14". THE SETTLERS SAW WATER ALRIGHT, THIS BASIN

IS BLESSED WITH WATER. THEY SAW WHAT IS NOW CALLED THE SYCAN, THE

SPRAGUE, THE WOOD & WILLIAMSON AND THE GREAT KLAMATH MARSH AND IN THE

OTHER DIRECTION, THE LOST RIVER AND ITS MANY TRIBUTARIES.

AS MAN HAS DONE FROM THE BEGINNING, THEY BUILT THEIR SETTLEMENTS ON

THE RIVERS, THE ORIGINAL HIGHWAYS. THE WATER IN THE RIVERS, SPRINGS.

AND MARSHES WERE THEN, AND THEY ARE NOW, THE LIFE GIVING RESOURCE

V/E CAN NOT LIVE WITHOUT. IN PARTS OF OUR WORLD THE POPULATION IS

«)REASING BY 1 MILLION PEOPLE EVERY NINE MONTHS (USNEWS & WORLD REPORT

HAVE ALL SEEN CITIES, OR AT LEAST PICTORIAL ACCOUNTS OF GREAT CITIES

BURNED TO THE GROUND OR DESTROYED BY EARTHQUAKES. THEY WILL BUILD

AGAIN - THEY RAISE UP FROM THE ASHES, AS THE PHOENIX - BUT TAKE AWAY
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THE WATER AND THE CITY WILL WITHER AND DIE, NEVER TO REVIVE. WE WILL

PERISH WITHOUT WATER. THE SETTLERS KNEW THAT.

THE PIONEERS OF THE KLAMATH BASIN HAD DREAMS. THEY ENVISIONED WHAT

COULD BE IF THEY COULD MANAGE THE WATER. IF THEY COULD CONTROL THIS

"GIVER OF LIFE". WE'VE ALL SEEN THE TOTAL DEVASTATION OF FLOODS, AND

THE TOTAL DESPERATION OF DROUGHTS. THE ANSWER IS MANAGEMENT. AS I

SAID, THE COMPACT HAS A COMPLEX HISTORY INVOLVING LOTS OF PLAYERS.

ABOUT 1904, PURSUANT TO THE RECLAMATION ACT OF 1902, THE BUREAU OF

RECLAMATION, AN INTEGRAL PART OF THE DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, FILED

FOR ALL THE WATER RIGHTS IN THE KLAMATH BASIN. BY DEFINITION, "THE

UPPER KLAMATH RIVER BASIN" MEANS THE DRAINAGE AREA OF THE KLAMATH RIVER

AND ALL ITS TRIBUTARIES UPSTREAM FROM THE BOUNDARY BETWEEN THE STATES

OP CALIFORNIA AND OREGON AND THE CLOSED BASINS OF BUTTE VALLEY, RED ROCK

VALLEY, LOST RIVER VALLEY, SWAN LAXE VALLEY AND CRATER LAKE.

WHY DID THEY FILE FOR THESE WATER RIGHTS? TO MAKE SURE THE LOCAL

AREA BENEFITED FROM THE RESOURCE BEFORE THE WATER FLOWED DOWNSTREAM

FROM THIS BASIN! THIS WAS ONE OF THE FIRST RECLAMATION PROJECTS IN THE

UNITED STATES. CANALS WERE DUG, DAMS WERE CONSTRUCTED TO IMPOUND WATER

AND THE BASIN TRULY CAME TO LIFE AS WE KNOW IT TODAY.

THE APPROPRIATION OF WATER BY THE BUREAU HOWEVER, LATER BROUGHT IT INTO

POTENTIAL CONFiilCT WITH THE CALIFORNIA-OREGON POWER COMPANY - CQPCO-
<

WHICH WAS THE FORERUNNER OF PACIFIC POWER AND LIGHT. CO.PCO WANTED A

HYDRO PLANT ON THE LINK RIVER AND HAD FILED APPLICATIONS FOR ADDITIONAL

HYDRO PLANTS ON THE KLAMATH. WHAT WE NOW REFER TO AS THE J.C. BOYLE.

WAS ORIGINALLY CALLED THE BIG BEND PROJECT. THEY PLANNED FOR AND DID

ULTIMATELY PLACE A SERIES OF DAMS ON THE KLAMATH RIVER.

BUT THE BUREAU HAD THE RIGHT TO DIVERT WATER FOR IRRIGATION. BOTH OF

THESE PROJECTS HAD FLOW REQUIREMENTS.

IN 1917, COPCO AND THE BUREAU ENTERED INTO A 50-YEAR CONTRACT PROVIDING

FOR THE LINK RIVER DAM TO CREATE WATER ^STORAGE IN UPPER KLAMATH LAKE,

t
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WOULD PAY FOR THE FACILITIES AND OPERATE THEN IN ORDER TO PROVIDE

FOR ITS DOWNSTREAM DEVELOPMENTS. THE BUREAU WOULD HAVE FIRST

CALL ON ALL WATER ' . -, TO OPERATE THE KLAHATH PROJECT,

RETURNING THE WATER TO THE RIVER ABOVE KENO. FOR THIS, CuPCU WOULD

PROVIDE ELECTRICITY TO THE PARTICIPANTS IN THE KLAHATH PROJECT AT

GREATLY REDUCEj) RATES. OUR NEIGHBORS TO THE SOUTH, OUTSIDE THE KLAMATH
• • •* **

PROJECT" PAY ABUUT EEVE- TIMES WHAT OUR FARMERS PAY BECAUSE OF THIS

AGREEMENT.

THE BUREAU-COPCO CONTRACT BECAME THE FOCUS OF DISCUSSIONS THAT ULTIMATELY
LED TO THE ADOPTION .OF THE KLAMATH RIVER BASIN COMPACT. IN THE 1940«3
AND 50'B COPCO /PROCEEDED WITH THE DEVELOPMENT OF ITS HYDRO PLANTS ON

THE RIVER. THE FEDERAL POWER COMMISSION, AS IT WAS CALLED IN THOSE DAYS,

LICENSED THE BIG BEND PROJECT (J.C.BOYLE) WITH THE CONDITION THAT COPCO

AH EXTENSION OF ITS CONTRACT WITH THE BUREAU, WHICH WAS TO EXPIRE

THIS EXTENSION WAS NECESSARY TO ASSURE THAT THE LINK RIVER

DAM CONTINUED TO OPERATE TO MAKE WATER AVAILABLE TO DOWNSTREAM POWER

DEVELOPMENTS. ' .

BY MOV/, BOTH OREGON AND CALIFORNIA IRRIGATION INTERESTS WERE CONCERNED

ABOUT WHO HAD WHAT RIGHTS AND HOW THE WATER WOULD BE DISTRIBUTED. BY

MID 1954 KLAMATH RIVER COMMISSIONS IN BOTH OREGON AND CALIFORNIA V/ERE

FORMED TO STUDY THE ISSUES. REPRESENTATIVES FOR OREGON WERE NELSON- REED,

CHAIRMAN FROM KLAMATH FALLS; JAMES KERNS, JR, VICE-CHAIRMAN FROM KLA/1 AH

FALLS: RALPH E. KOO'/iER, ASHLAND: HARRY PEARSON, CIULUQUIN: AND GEORGE

E. STEVENSON, OLENE. REPRESENTATIVES FROM CALIFORNIA WERE BERT PlULLIPy,

TRINITY COUNTY: JAMES STEARNS, MODOC COUNTY: NELSOH BOWLES, HUHBOLDT CO:

HARVEY BANKS, DIRECTOR OF CALIFORNIA WATER RESOURCES AND ELLIS LOUIE,

t lYOlf COUNTY. MR. FRANK BANKS WAS THE FEDERAL REPRESENTATIVE UP

UNITED'STATES.

MANY STUDIES WER-h: MADE OF HISTORICAL FLOWS OF THE RIVER AND THE QUANTITY
OF WATER NEEDED TO SUPPORT THE 'PLANNED DEVELOPMENTS. MANY MEETINGS WERE
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HELD BY THE COMMISSIONS AND COMMUNITY OKGANIZATIOHS. THROUGH THESE

YEARS OK DISCUSSIONS, HuT AND COLD, THE DETERMINED FfX)PLE PERSERVERED.

THE GOVERNMENT, THROUGH THE FEDERAL REPRESENTATIVE AND REPKESENTATIVES

OF BOTH OREGON AUD CALIFORNIA THOUGHTFULLY AND WITU GREAT CONCERN FOR

THE MANY USES FOR THE WATER, HAMMERED OUT AN. AGREEMENT.

THE DRAFT UNDERWENT CONTINUED REVISIONS THROUGHOUT THE NEGOTIATION

PROCESS. BETWEEN MARCH 1955 AND THE FINAL PASSAGE IN APRIL 1957 THERE

WERE AT LEAST T-fcN DIFFERENT DRAFTS. AS NEW INFORMATION WAS MADE AVAIL-

ABLE, CHANGES WERE AGREED UPON AND MADE. THE END PRODUCT WAS A THOROUGH,

COMPREHENSIVE, AND MUTUALLY AGRj^iU) UPON POLICY GUIDE..THE KLAMATH RIVER

BASIN COMPACT. IT HAS THE STATUS OF A STATUTE uF THE UNITED STATES AS

WELL AS A STATUTE UF BOTH OREGON AND CALIFORNIA.

THE LANGUAGE OF THE DOCUMENT IS VERY SPECIFIC. IT SETS FORTH A PROGRAM

GOVERNING THE DEVELOPMENT AND USB FOR THE KLAMATH WATER. THE PUKi'uSES

ARE CLEARLY TO PROMOTE AND FACILITATE THE DEVELOPMENT OF FIVE PRIMARY

USES: DOMESTIC; IRRIGATION; RECREATION, INCLUDING FISH AND WILDLIFE;

INDUSTRIAL.; AND HYDROELECTRIC. IT WAS FURTHER SPECIFIC THAT IN YEARS
•

OF WATER SHORTAGE DOMESTIC AND IRRIGATION USE WOULD HAVE PRIORITY OVER

THE OTHER USES. THE COMPACT FURTHER GUARANTEES ADEQUATE WATER TO

IRRIGATE AN ADDITIONAL 300,000 ACRES OF LAND. 200,000 IN OREGON AND

100,000 IN CALIFORNIA. IT ALSO SAYS THAT EACH STATE MUST PROVIDE FOR
i

THE MOST EFFICIENT USE OF AVAILABLE WATER FOR OTHER BENEFICIAL USES.

BRIEFLY, LET ME SHOW YOU HOW THE WATER IS CONTROLLED BY REFERRING TO

THIS HAP. FROM CLEAR LAKE IN CALIFORNIA, THE LOST RIVER HAS ITS BEGINNING.

IT FLOWS NORTH THROUGH LANGELL VALLEY GATHERING WATER FROM MANY CREEKS

AND RIVERS. IT CIRCLES THROUGH OLENE GAP AND HEADS BACK SOUTH THROUGH

MERRILL TO THE TULE LAKE SIMP. THE KLAMATH RIVER STARTS WITH HEAD WATER

FROM THE WILLIAMSON, V/OOD & OTHERS THROUGH THE UPPER KLAMATH LAKE,

LINX RIVER AirD LAKE EUWANA. SOUTH OF~ KLAMATH FALLS,""is" THE VERY

FUNCTIONAL AND UNIQUE DIVERSION CANAL-. '"FOLLOWING"-THE NATURAL.LAWS OP

t



Y, THIS CANAL CAN CAUSE THE WATER TO BE DIRECTED EITHER TO TULE

5R KLAMATH RIVER. IT IS USED FOR FLOOD CONTROL, IRRIGATION OR

iSURE, AS MANY PEOPLE AND LOTS OF BIRDS CATCH FISH THERE.

THAT'S REAL MANAGEMENT!

IT HAS BEEN SUGGESTED THAT THE COMPACT IS OUTDATED. IT ISN'T. IT IS

THE ONLY REASON THIS BASIN STILL HAS ADEQUATE WATER. I SUGGEST THAT

ALL OF US MUST ~HAVE A HEALTHY RESPECT FOR WATER RESuURCE MANAGEMENT.

IP THOSE WATER RIGHTS HAD NOT BEEN FILED LONG AGO FOR OUR BENEFIT,

YOU MAY BE SURE THAT AREAS NEEDING WATER WOULD HAVE AND WE WOULD HAVE

BEEN LEFT HIGH AM) DRY!

FOR MY EDUCATION ON THE COMPACT, I WOULD LIKE TO GIVE CREDIT TO MY

DEAR FRIEND, THE LATE SAM 'JOHNSON, OREGON REPRESENTATIVE, WHO WAS THE

FEDERAL REPRESENTATIVE AND COMPACT CHAIRMAN FROM 1976 to 1983; GEORGE

?OR, LONG TIME CONSULTANT TO THE COMPACT COMMISSION AND ONE, IF NOT

JOST XNOWLEDGABLE WATER LAWYERS IN THE COUNTRY: JIM KERNS, A MEMBER

OF THE ORIGINAL COMPACT COMMISSION: CARROL HOWE FOR HIS HISTORICAL RECORDS;

KIRK RODGERS AND BOB DAVIS OF THE BUREAU OF RECLAMATION: RICK LIND AND

THE MANY FILES IN THE RESEARCH LIBRARY AT THE KLAMATH COUNTY MUSEUM.

ANY OF YOU WHO HAVE THE INTEREST AND TIME WOULD GREATLY ENJOY GOING

THROUGH THE MUSEUM1WATER FILES. THEY HAVE HAND WRITTEN LETTERS, SPEECHES

AND NOTES OF NELSON REED AND GEORGE STEVENSuN, THE ORIGINAL MEMBERS OF

THE COMPACT AND SOME FANTASTIC PICTURES OF "HOW IT REALLY VMS".
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ATTACHMENT

ROB WATERFOWL & EAGLES TO
PAY PAUL

Mr. Chairman, thank you for the opportunity to express the views of our
association to your Klamath River Fisheries Restoration Task Force My
name is Frank Goodson I am President of KLAMATH BASIN WATERFOWL
ASSOCIATION, a newty formed group headquartered in Tulelake. California.

ABOUT KLAMATH BASIN WATERFOWL ASSOCIATION (KBWA)
Since KLAMATH BASIN WATERFOWL ASSOCIATION (KBWA) is only 7
months old. let me tell you a little of what we are about. At present we have a
membership 260 strong Our membership, though small, is rapdiy growing
and is also backed by 2.400 petition signatures of hunters seeking continued
and better waterfowl habitat and better waterfowl hunting in Upper Klamath
Basin (the portion of the Basin upstream from Iron Gate Dam).

KBWA was established for the express purposes of helping to maintain and to
enhance waterfowl habitat, waterfowl populations and waterfowl hunting in
Upper Klamath Basin. We're essentially a local group. At least our interests
are local, confined to the Upper Basin, both sides of the states boundary Our
membership, though, is more than local. We have members from all parts of
California and Oregon and 4 other slates.

KBWA's CONCERNS
The reason that I am making this statement to you. today, is to let you know
that we of KLAMATH BASIN WATERFOWL ASSOCIATION are very
concerned that inclusion of Upper Klamath Basin, as described in your
October 1992 amendment could lead to the loss and decline of waterfowl
habitat, waterfowl populations and Bald Eagle populations of Upper Klamath
Basin.

More specificly. if the limited water supplies historically used in the Upper
Basin (by farms, ranches, duck clubs and federal and state waterfowl
refuges) are reduced by any amount for any reason (including for fisheries
rehabilitation efforts) then the habitat and thus the populations of waterfowl
and Bald Eagles in the Upper Basin will be commensurateiy reduced

Presented by Frank Goodson, President, Klamath Basin Waterfowl
Association at the Klamath River Basin Fisheries Task Force
Meeting in KLAMATH FALLS, OREGON, MARCH 30, 1993. For
additional information contact Klamath Basin Waterfowl
Association, phone 503 884-9849 or write P.O. Box 1029, Tulelake,
California 96134. . , .

-1-



If you take a portion of the Upper Basin's limited water supply then you will
literally be robbing waterfowl and eagles to pay Paul (fish).

WATERFOWL & EAGLE VALUES OF UPPER KLAMATH DASIN LANDS

In reviewing the LONG RANGE PLAN FOR THE KLAMATH RIVER BASiN
CONSERVATION AREA FISHERY RESTORATION PROGRAM. January
1991 and the DRAFT UPPER KLAMATH RIVER BASIN AMENDMENT dated
October 1992 I was taken back by the complete lack of discussion of the
value and importance of Upper Basin agriculture and refuge lands to the
waterfowl and Bald Eagles of the Pacif e Flyway. As a wildlife biologist of 28
years standing, let me present a summary.

Upper Klamath Basin, including the private pasture lands, the private grain
and potato lands and the agriculture and marsh lands of state and federal
wildlife refuges combined are the most important single waterfowl habitat
area in the Pacific Flyway. The Upper Klamath Basin is the hour-glass
constriction of the Pacific Flyway Loss of habitat in this area will directly affect
birds using the whole flyway. and would impact international treaties and
endangered species.

Some people perceive that only "marshland" is "good" waterfowl haoitat This
is not true, of course. Geese and shorebirds especially use the pasture giam
and potato lands of the farms and ranches. Ducks heavily use the grain
lands. Even the refuges grow these same crops, though they are taking
some crops out of production now for creation of new wetlanos relying on the
continuation these crops by agriculture interests nearby.

Bald Eagles, incidentally rely on the heavy concentrations of waterfowl in the
area during December through February each year as an easy source of
protein. Up to 900 eagles inhabit the area each winter for this reason aione.
This is the biggest concentration of Eagles in North America, outside of
Alaska.

WATER ALLOCATION PROBLEMS

This past year the Bureau of Reclamation, in its effort to allocate the limited
water supply in Upper Klamath Basin, developed "A", "B". and "C" categories
of water users, based on "water contract priorities or existence". At risk of
over simplifying the situation this is whatthe results were. The "A" users
received almost all the water they needed for this years crops. The "B" users
received less per acre than the "A" users, i.e., definitely not quiie all that they
needed. The private land "C" users received no water at all. The refuge "C"
users, received some water.
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Presumably, if the Klamath River Fisheries Task Force is successful in taking
existing water from the Upper Basin users, as you've suggested in your report
and correspondence, then it will be the "C" and "6" users who would take the
lumps again.

Well who are the "C" users and what do they grow. They are local Klamath
Basin farmers with approximately 10.000 acres under cultivation, growing
pasture, grain, some potatoes and some wetlands for duck clubs They are
also the Tulelake and Lower Klamath Lake National Wildlife Refuges,
consisting of approximately 90,000 acres. The "B" users (30,000 acres?) are
likewise growing mostly gram and pasture Essentially all the "B and C1 lands,
as they are presently managed, are critical waterfowl habitat lo the Pacific
Flyway.

ROBBING PETER TO PAY PAUL

In short, these are all important waterfowl lands. No one can take water
historically used on these Upper Basin lands without having an extraordinarily
negative impact on watertowl and eagle populations. The impact would De
sufficiently negative, I believe, to trigger creation of a future Congressional
Resolution requiring a 20 year "Klamath River Basin Waterfowl Task Force" to
rehabilitate the waterfowl. Robbing Peter to Pay Paul, in this case, would be
expensive, unreasonable and a waste of tax payer's money.

JOIN US IN "ANOTHER" WAY
There is another way. A way to leave the water presently used in the Upper
Basin to those who are now using it while obtaining newwatertor
the fisheries restoration.

That other way. of course, is to develop additional water storage reservoirs in
the Upper Basin to provide "new" water for all purposes, including fisheries.

KBWA pledges itself to join the Bureau of Reclamation and others in seeking
Congressional authorization for such a water storage project. We ask that
your Fisheries Task Force join us in this authorization endeavor, too.

We ask also, that you forgo efforts to seek the water presently and
historically used by the "A", "B" and "C" users of Upper Klamath
Basin water. The lands that have been using the water should
continue to use it unabated.

Incidentally, if you attended the Klamath River Fisheries Task Force meeting
in Yreka on November 5. 1992 you would probably conclude that my
comments now are not much changed from those I gave before your group
on that day. That's true, and its because your more recent Draft EIS didn't
address any of the concerns I brought up atlhat time, ; - •--
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REPRESENTATION FOR UPPER KLAMATH BASIN

If I could, I'd like to speak a moment about fair representation of Upper Basin
people, in the event you do incorporate our area in your study as suggested:
According to your Draft EIS, the Upper Klamath Basin contains 5.^302 000
acres and the Lower Klamath Basin and Trinity River Comomed contain
4,292 000 acres Thus of the total 10,010,000 acres in the KlamathRiver
Basin, the Upper basin contains 53% of the total. I request tr.eietc/re, tf.at if
there is an inclusion of the Upper Basin into your study that at least 53°o of the
representatives on your Task Force be from the Upper Basin ana that
some of those representatives represent waterfowl hunting interests.

Thank you again for the opportunity to express our comments Your
consideration is appreciated.

-4-
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ATTACHMENT 5

M£RiCAN FISHERIES
HUMBOLDT CHAPTER
P.O. Box 210, Arc»U, CA »W21

March 1, 1993

Honorable Gerry E. Studds
Chairman, Merchan^ Marine and Fisheries Committee
U.S. House of Representatives
Room 1334, Longvorth House office Building
Washington D.C. 20515-6230

Dear Mr. Studds,

It is an honor and a privilege to address your committee on
the status of Pacific salmon stocks in northwestern California and
how taking an ecosystem approach to river management .might help to
restore them. My comments are offered as those of the Humboldt
Chapter of the American Fisheries Society for which I served as
principal author of Factors Threatening Northern California Stocks
with Extinction (Higgins et al. 1992). This work characterized the
risk of stock extinctions of chinook salmon, coho salmon, steelhead
and coastal cutthroat trout in rivers from the Russian River north
to the Oregon border, including the Klamath and Trinity Rivers and
their tributaries. I also rely on my experience as a consulting
fisheries biologist in helping to write the Long Range Plan for the
Klamath River Basin Fisheries Conservation Area. (USFWS 1991). This
plan takes a watershed approach to preserving biodiversity and
guides your $40 million, twenty year effort to restore anadromous
fisheries to that river jjjLggJjT̂  and Kier_19j?2.) . I will offer
comments o_nly on river sĵ ŝ l̂n3~f̂ £~which ̂ _haTve dj.rect knowledge.
The text will be in response questions that 1 received in
preparation for ay testimony on March 9, 1993 before -your
committee.

1) What is your assessment of the condition of -the river systems in
the Pacific Northvest under the present management

In my work for the U.S. Fish and wildlife Service (1991) on
the Klamath River, I characterized it as "severely ecologically
stressed." The lower river has been filled in by 20-30 feet of
sediment, flows have been reduced by dams which decreases the
river's ability to flush itself, and river temperatures in late
summer exceed 75 degree F. The source of the river in southern
Oregon is Upper Klamath Lake which has deteriorated to the point
that it has experienced massive fish kills and some of its endemic
C.jsh_f_auna are going^extinct^. The South rorlT"ot the Trinity RiVer"
is the largest Wild and Scenic River basin in California without a
dam, yet it is in a similar condition to the Klaaath. Chronic
problems with high sediment delivery keep riparian zones from
recovering, inhibit production of invertebrates which reduces
available food for juvenile salmonids, - and -result in-unstable
spawning gravels. Maximum summer water temperatures in th'e lower
South Fork Trinity in 1991 reached 81 degrees F, which -Is lethal
for salmonids.
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All other major river systems in our area, with the exception
of the Smith River, have similar problems to those described above.
The Eel Piver is the fourth largest salmon and steelhead producer
in California, but there is some prospect that these species may be
lost from the river. Erosion problems in the Eel watershed are
immense, with an estimated 60 feet of material deposited over the
old river bed from past flood events. According to U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service reports, the main stem of the Eel River as
recently as 1959 could support 140,000 pairs of spawning salmon but
today the main stem of the river is no longer suitable for
spawning. The river relied primarily on its healthy tributaries to
support anadroroous fish after past floods, but those have recently
been severely damaged by logging.

All smaller coastal river basins in the region have had
similar problems with sedimentation due to extremely unstable
geologic conditions in our region coupled with disturbances related
to industrial timber practices. The high sediment load of almost
all northw<23tern California Rivers has caused estuaries to fill,
The estuary of the Eel River for example has shrunk by over 50
percent since 1950 (Higgins 1991). These important habitats serve
as nursery areas for salmonid juveniles, such as chinook salmon,
and marine species such as Dungeness crab.

The ecological changes in the rivers of our region result in
conditions under which introduced exotic, warm water fish species
may thrive. Green sunfish were found to be successfully reproducing
in the South Fork of the Trinity River during the recent, prolonged
drought. There is some evidence that these fish are predating upon
juvenile steelhead. Sacramento squawfish were introduced to the Eel
River a decade ago and have since spread throughout the entire
river basin. These fish are predacious and have experienced almost
an exponential cycle of growth. Plunging salmon and steelhead
populations in areas of the basin first colonized by squawfish
suggest that they have had a devastating impact.

In areas further south or in interior river basins, impacts
may come largely from agricultural activities. The Shasta River,
which has always been a substantial contributor to Klamath chinook
salmon production, is now almost unsuitable for these fish. Lack of
riparian cover and depletion of flows for irrigation have caused
the river to rise to 90 degrees F in summer. Lack of riparian
fencing also allows livestock direct access to the river resulting
in excessive nutrient loading. Dissolved oxygen in summer has been
measured at 2.4 ppm, which is lethal to salmonlds. The Russian
River to the south has a complex set of problems related to flow
depletion for farming and vineyards, sub-urban development, and
excessive gravel extraction.

2) what are the essential attributes of healthy watersheds and fish
habitat? What is roJe that -riparian -areas play in promoting
"ecosystem health' as veil as~ providing high quality fish habitat?
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Since 1 will be addressing your committee with such scholars
as Dr. Jaracs Sed«ll, I will only offor my assessment of what
healthy watersheds remain in my region. Those rivers that flow from
Wilderness or Roadless Areas on U.S. Forest Service lands such as
Smith River, wooley Creek, Dillon Creek, Clear Creek, upper Blue
Creek, lower Hayfork Creek, New River, and the North Fork of the
Trinity River are the only systems that possess high quality fish
habitat at this time. The attributes that all these watersheds
share are: no or few roads or if they are roaded then roads are
well designed, diverse vegetative cover including lots of older age
conifers, sufficient large woody debris adjacent to streams to
provide for natural recruitment, and the absence of large numbers
of livestock or heavy mining activity.

I are sure that the role of healthy riparian zones in forested
lands will also be covered by tha testimony of Dr. 'Sedell, but I
would like to roake sure that such attributes are not overlooked on
streams through alluvial valleys, such as the Shasta River.
Undercut banks beneath root masses of riparian trees provide the
best fish habitat in these valley streams which vere once the most
productive of fish habitats. Stream side trees provide shade to
these rivers, moderating stream temperatures, and prevent bank
erosion which preserves valuable agricultural land. Open access for
cattle to stream side areas for over 100 years has destroyed
riparian vegetation. This often leads to down-cutting of streams
which can result in a drop in the local water table and a reduction
in the productivity of the land.

3) Are existing management regimes on state, federal/ and private
land adequate to prevent further degradation of vatersheds and fish
habitat? If not, are there statutory or administrative barriers
that would hinder changes In management regimes for rivers? Are
there other barriers (economic, social, or political) that might
also create problems?

Current management regimes have almost completely failed to
prevent watershed and stream degradation and further damage is
likely without fundamental change. Some barriers to sound
management require administrative changes while others necessitate
legislative action.

Public Forest Lands; While the U.S. Forest Service has shown
increasing recognition of the problems leading to decline of
fisheries resources, icplementation of meaningful change to prevent
future damage varies from one forest to another. Six Rivers
National Forest has been under scrutiny by an active environmental
community and has therefore implemented some very progressive
policies with regard to timber harvest on erodible terrain.
Adjacent forests, where local communities were primarily interested
in timber extraction, have shown less, sensitivity in the past to
fisheries and wildlife issues"; - : -','.'""..'":"."

All National Forests have been caught in the conflict of
"getting the cut out" to generate revenue, knowing that the last
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patches of. merchantable timber are on increasingly steep and
unstable ground. Past practices have lead- to over-cutting which
moans that a period of light timber extraction and re-investment in
the productivity of the land must begin. The USFS must move away
from token fisheries projects such as channel manipulations and
move toward a more sound ecological approach. The primary barrier
to better management on USFS lands seen to be administrative but
the fundamental changes needed may be difficult without major
changes in staff. Specific legislative protection of the best
Pacific salmon refugia is necessary at this tine, however.

Private Forest Lands; Current logging practices on private land in
California completely ignore concerns for cumulative effects.
Recent disturbances on private timber lands have set the stage for
substantial degradation to stream habitats which will be triggered
by the next major storm event. While Six Rivers National Forest has
withdrawn all its lands from timber harvest in Grouse Creek (South
Fork of the Trinity), all timber harvest plans on private land
continue to be' approved. Soce watersheds with unstable geologic
conditions have experienced disturbance levels from 60-80 percent
in a decade despite warnings from scientists of extreme risk of
soil loss associated with such practices.

The California Department cf Forestry has allowed clear cut
timber harvesting in steep, inner gorge areas that pose greatest
risk of sedimentation to stream channels. Large coniferous trees
are often removed from riparian zones when steep slopes or
deciduous trees provide shade to streams; only stream temperature
was considered when current rules were formulated. Huroboldt AFS has
appraised the California Board of Forestry, both at hearings and in
writing, about the potential loss of stocks of salmon in streams
effected by industrial timber practices. Our requests that
watersheds harboring stocks at risk be designated as Sensitive
Watersheds under Forest Practices Rules have received no response.
Other aquatic species in our region, such as tailed frogs
(Asclepius truei) and Olympic salamanders (Rhyacotriton olyrnpicus)
are also at risk of extinction but CDF has no plan to protect them.

California Forest Practices Rules have failed several times
over the course of a decade to be approved as Best Management
Practices under the Clean Water Act. Currently, the EPA delegates
authority over control of non-point source pollution to the
California State Water Resources Control Board. Humboldt AFS
additions of streams impacted by non-point source pollution to the
list of impaired water bodies in 1988 showed that the system of
delegation is not working. The SVfRCB failed to include many of
these water bodies in their data base without justification but the
EPA then forced them to reconsider. Host of the streams were
ultimately included. It seems that a stronger, direct enforcement
role for the U. S . "Environmental Protection Agency in "oversight of
timber harvest should be considered during the re-authorization of
the Clean Water Act.
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X L _ j L _ a - Lands: Stream degradation due to agricultural
practices and flov depletion have both administrative and statutory
barriers. The California State Water Resources Control Board has
the authority to prevent water users frott wasting water but actions
are only initiated when a complaint is filed. Any riparian land
owner in California may begin to extract water without any penait
from the SWPCB at any time. This antiquated, water lav needs
revision if we are to maintain fisheries resources in the face of
increasing development in the state. Ground water extraction is
almost completely unregulated in the state, yet if aquifers are
drawn down, streams may dry up and riparian zones may di«. I an
unaware of any statutes that prevent over-grazing that leads to
stream degradation due to loss of riparian vegetation. Non-point
source pollution from stock nay be a violation of the Clean Water
Act but no enforcement action has been initiated in our area.

There is a misperception at present in rural communities that
private property rights reign supreme over public trust resources.
These local interests groups see only short term economic gains or
losses and are reluctant to entertain more sustainable land use
practices. Thinking people, however, are recognizing that we must
change. A major economic engine for over-cutting of our forests is
an almost unlimited international market for wood products. In the
past, when markets were primarily domestic, recessions led to
decreased demand for wood products and a slow down in the" rate of
logging on public and private land. Free market economics can no
longer be relied upon as a moderating influence on forest harvest.

4) Khat mana9ement techniques are available to maintain and restore
high quality watersheds that will sustain harvestaJbJe, naturally

fish populations?

I support the watershed approach to fisheries and. river
restoration currently being advanced by Hr=.̂ _Jtob|yrJ;__Doppitl£ °*
Pacific Rivers Council, who joins me on this paneTi X similar
approach is endorsed in the Klamath Plan (USFVJS 1991) . The most
cost effective method of restoring streams impacted by
sedimentation is to stabilize upland areas and allow streams to
flush during subsequent high flows. While implementation of such a
strategy should move forward on public lands immediately, there is
a great need for similar activities on private lands as well. Ho
public money should be spent on private lands, however, until there
is fundamental reform of timber harvest practices.

Because the landscape is eo fragmented at this point and
rivers in such bad ecological health, I believe it is prudent to
place the watersheds which serve as refugia for the last viable
Pacific salmon populations in permanent reserves. No restoration
will be possible in the future if the last gene resources that
exist in lightly impacted or undisturbed watersheds are lost. We
roust also develop long .term strategies based on desired -future
conditions of riparian areas so that stream he a 1th 'can be restored.

\
\

('
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Widespread implementation of water conservation measures is

needed throughout California. Leaky irrigation ditchea, often in
use since before the turn of the century, lead to a tremendous
waste of water. If efficiency of water use vere increased by
implementation of water conservation measures, we could maintain
agricultural productivity and regain public trust resources such as
fish and water quality. Riparian restoration in agricultural lands
is essential if we are to restore salmon and steelhead. Although
many tiroes fish are spawned and rear in steep areas above alluvial
valleys, th«y must successfully migrate through these valley
reaches if they are to complete their life cycle. Restoring
riparian zones only requires cattle exclosures and tree planting.
Federal programs should be made available to fanners and ranchers
who willingly participate in such programs.

( The marshes surrounding Upper Klamath Lake must be restored if
\ we are to reverse the condition of the lake and prevent the
\ extinction of its fishes. If water quality problems in the lake are

^' not reversed, the entire Klamath River restoration program is
\ jeopardized. Water conservation measures and riparian restoration
\on tributaries feeding the lake also must be implemented.

I am currently helping to put together a aodel program for the
Klamath River basin, using the EPA Reach File, to make information
on fisheries and water quality readily available to professionals
as well as the interested public. When the Klamath EPA Reach file
is complete, fisheries biologists from any agency will be able to
access information in minutes before consultations on a land use
project that now takes several hours or several days of research.
Agencies or individuals will be able to access information on the
history and problems in a watershed to better understand potential
impacts of a project they are proposing. To succeed in restoring
the ecological health of all our water bodies, we must begin to
take a more systematic approach to managing and sharing
information.

5) Are there economic benefits to managing rivers on an ecosystem
basis/ compared to our current piecemeal approach?

It is difficult to gauge the worth of preserving self-
perpetuating salmon, steelhead and trout stocks. When these fish
return to healthy watersheds, they reproduce at no cost to the
public. Estimates by the Pacific Fisheries Management Council in
1983 showed that 1,225,000 chinook salmon alone should be produced
by natural spawning in the Pacific Northwest. If properly managed,
this should lead to a harvestable surplus of twice that number of
chinook salmon annually in perpetuity. Because this economic pulse
is sustainable, the value of all Pacific salmon species when one
considers direct value of fisheries and tourism related to fishing
is inuuense. Our large river systems suffered tremendous impacts in
the past frora hydraulic mining yet they were producing tremendous
bounties of fish after recovery was allowed.
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There Is also e c o n o m i c b e n e f i t s to jnaking a t ransi t ion to
s u s t a i n a b l e l a n d and va t e r m a n a g e m e n t . Soil resources are the basis
of al l s i I v i c u l t u r a l p r o d u c t i v i t y . By act ing to prevent tremendous
soil losses, we w i l l m a i n t a i n the f u t u r e productivity of our
fo res t s . If we wove tc help fa rmers and ranchers invest in
increased e f f i c i e n c y of wate r use , they can »eet their water needs
w h i l e a l l owing more water for f i s h and other public benefits. With
the specter of cont inuing drought cycles, it is prudent that we
make this investment regard less . Healthy r ipar ian zones can reduce
the risk loss of va luable agricultural land during future floods as
we l l as playing an integral part in fisheries restoration.

We are now faced wi th the very real prospect of widespread
ext inc t ion of Pac i f ic salaon stocks. As a nation, we are all
concerned about our current budget def ic i t and what portion of that
debt we w i l l leave to our ch i ld ren . If we f a i l to act decisively to
save P a c i f i c sa lmon, wha t w i l l be the economic and cultural de f i c i t
that we leave to f u t u r e generat ions? Continuing our haphazard
approach w i l l roost cer ta in ly lead to the demise of these f i sh . The
publ ic recognizes the va lue of P a c i f i c salaon and healthy river
systems and w i l l support sound solutions. The time for leadership
has arr ived.

Environnsen
Is, chairman
Concerns CommitteetaVi Conceri
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Memo to I ed Case via fax

Prom: I.>on Russe l l . Pres ident of the KJamalb Basiu Water Users
Protect^ e Association.

March 1.0. 1993

Thank you for the opportunity to review the le t ter from Patrick
I l igg ius , Cliairman of the Environmental Concerns Committee, Humholdt
Chaplei. American Fisheries Society.

As you know our Association agrees with a comprehensive
ecosystem approach to the varied environmental and industry problems
facing the Upj>er and Lower Klama tb River Basius. Our Association has
ins t i tu ted a grass roots approach which is receiving widespread support by
ihe publication of the "ImtiaJ Hcosystem Restoration Plan l-'orTbe Upper
Klamath River Basin." You have received a copy of the Plan, and I'm
enclosing a copy of the Executive Summary for your immediate reference.
1 mn also sending a complementary copy of the Plan to Mr. Iliggim. It is»
explicit in the Han that die Up|>er KJaraalh River Basin ecosystem
restoration should be coordinated with efforts regarding the Lower
Klamath River.

Any ecosystem apjnoach should demonstrate extensive local
involvement, such as is that l>eing initialed in the Upper Klamath River Basin.

The Upi>er Klamath River Basin is unique to most river systems, in
that there is Ueujendous interaction of the ecosystem ond use of its water
prior to the water leaving Ihe Upj>cr Basin at a single point, the Klamatb
Kiver at Keno. Included in this interaction are several National and State
Wildl i fe Refuges (including a significant water source for the Pacific
f lywny. white j>elicans and peregrine falcon), ihe largest winter
concentration and feeding grounds in the contiguous United Stales for the
bald eagle, tremendous agricultural production and recreational use
including several Wilderness Areas. Further complicating the Upper Basin
i* «hc delivery, use and re-use of the water within the Klamatb Project,
Bureau of Reclamation; this includes several Wi ld l i fe Refuges interspersed
wi th agricul tural deliveries. The bald eagles feed on the wildfowl which in
tu rn feed in part on the win te r irrigated farm'Intnl.

"Hie Upj>er K l n m a i h River Basin has numerous lakes, livers,
. springs, s t reams and stoinge areas; all water leaves Ihe Upper
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U n s i n nl KI-M»; ibis u n i q u e < i \ 5 l r m has been l ikened lo "n l i v e r in revnse."
whc i r Ihe de l ta l i k e development occurs in the Upper Hasin .

The dominant lake in (.lit l'p|*r K l t i u i M l l i River Ha.sin is ll»r l!pj>cr
Klamath l.-ake. wlu'ch, in re la t ion lo lake ecology, is in ils twi l igh t years.
( )ve.r the centuries , Uic UPJKT KJaiunlh Lake kns filled \vilh nnlurnl
nu l i i en l s nnd is now quite shnllow. Not apparent in Mr. lliggins leller is
the fnc.t thnt t J i i s overall piogre.ssiou is probably not reversible by man's
cfrorts. alllvnigh we do have many suggestion* nnd projects developed lo
lir lp Ibe s i tua l ion. In addit ion, Ibe management opportunities in tbc Mpper
Kln iua l l i River I3nsin, may l»e. able to overcome many dilTicnllics faced by
n i t , i n c l u d i n g (l ie w n i t r and f l o w to dowi iMt iemn. One uf Ibe t l i i f igs leanied
in pnst yenis i.9 ilic higb Jen» |>cr f t l ine tl>e \vnter nnluinUy oblnins in tbe
shnllow" watcis of Uic l'p|Krr Klnmnlb f j ikc and bow unlbougblfnl relcnscs
can burl tlie salmouids downstream.

We have t>cen told (lint our Association's licosyslem Restoration Flan
nnd the. processes exacted to follow can bo. used as a good overall
nppmncli to envi ronmenta l problems. We have all Iranie-d tbe liinitalions
of puUing "bliudcrs" on and deaJing with one probleui wliile ignoring olht-r
pi obi ems j^ossibly caused by onr sboil-lerui solutions.

One of our woiries is that liuge ainouuls of uiars!\ restoratiou may
improve habitat for nruTicintly introduced fish tbal are predators of tbe
sucker llsb designated endangered under the. }j*>A. O\ir pilot projects of
inorsli restoration should l>c implemented and studied, so that our decisions
in tbc future wi l l be a nefp rather tnan hindrance (o (he ecosystem.

It is impoi tant to note thnt the Itcomtem approach of (lie -
Klnmalh River Hasin should be encouraged nnd allow us lo coordinate with
efforts that may be progressing dowusueam.

Thank you for this opportunity to give input.

2.
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Comments on Fat HJ^ins' March 1, 1993 Jel ler lo Chairman Shibbs

Many of his s t a t emen t s concerning the p o t e n t i a l adverse effects of land and water development
on fishery resources are very g e n e r a l in nature (e.g., "severe ecologically stressed"). Modem-
ilny natural resource science has advanced beyond the broad generalizations of this nature and
has focused on developing the fac tual sc ient i f ic basis to ful ly understand cause-and-effect
phenomena. The broad generalizations are usually used by environmental advocacy
organizations ra ther than modern-day scientists. One example he uses is "those (tributaries)
have recent ly been severely damaged by logging". This in an inaccurate and unscientific
characterization of the issue. Although everyone now recognizes that historical togging
pract ices caused severe habitat degradation, stream habitat degradation of that nature resulting
from modern-day logging practices is extremely rare or non-existent in that region. Mr.
Higgins ' apparent ly does not recognize that, in terms of effects on aquatic ecosystems, there is
a broad middle ground between historical logging practices and modem-day logging practices.
Much of this letter appears at though its was written many decades ago; it does not recognize
major advancements in improvements to land and water management practices which have
signif icant ly reduce or el iminate adverse environmental impacts.

ost of his statements are opinions and should be recognized as just that. His letter is non-
crual and non-scientific in nature. His letter appears to be simply a statement from an

•fronmental activist perspective and not from an environmental scientist's perspective. There
is nothing wrong wilh that, as long as it is place in proper context of the issues.

Much of the information presented in his "Factors Threatening Northern California Stocks with
Extinction" is very general in nature; the paper lacks many specific scientific facts.

Many of his s tatements have popular appeal, are generally admirable, yet lack substance. They
arc along the line of popular statements such as "Let's all work together to clean up the
environment".

Higgins is known to be a strong advocate promoting endangered species listings for individual
salmon runs without adequate scientific knowledge of the true genetic integrity of the runs
(stocks) or run sizes. H; is known to be a "splitter" ra ther than a "lumper" when it comes to
endangered species. For example, he is a believer that individual small streams within a larger
stream or river possess unique, genetically distinct stocks of fish and should be considered
separately for endangered species listings. He Is not a geneticist. His "philosophies" are hot
supported by many prestigious fish geneticists (e.g., Dr. Graham Gall).

He stales that the South Fork of the Trinity River is in a similar condition to the Klamath
River. This statement exemplifies his lack of scientific knowledge and expertise on both river

•stems. The specific factors affecting fish populations (e.g., specific land and water
anagement practices) are radically different in each watershed, as are the complex ecological

processes within each basin (i.e., "apples and oranges" comparison). For example, the flora
and fauna, climate, hydrology, geomorphology, and stream flow regime are very dissimilar.
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He should be asked lo provide q u o n m a t i v e est imates to support his s t a t e m e n t of "massive fish
kills" in Upper KJamath Lake. This appears to be another example of a broad, non-factual
gene ra l i za t ion .

lie has some sriong. unfounded s ta tements against the professionalism of the California
Department of Forestry. In all fairness to that agency, thei r representatives should have an
opportunity lo respond to his statements.

His statement "The marshes surrounding Upper XJamath LaJce must be restored if we are lo
reverse the condition of the lake and prevent the extinction of its fishes" lacks scientific basis
and demonstrates lack of understanding of the complex ecological processes in the basin. At
this point in time, all knowledgeable scientists on this topic recognize that this is a hypothesis
(i.e., unproven), not a scientific fact.
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ATTACHMENT 6

ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE:
POST OFFICE BOX 1016
HAPPY CAMP, CA %039

(916)493-5305

DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES
POST OFFICE BOX 282

ORLEANS, CA 95556
(9If) 627-344$ FAX (916) $27-3448

POSITION STATEMENT OF THE
KARUK TRIBE

MARCH 3, 1993

The Karuk Tribe is a sovereign aboriginal people, that have lived on their
own land since long before the European influx of white men came to this
cont inent . We are a Federally Recognized Indian Tribe with over 3,000
tribal members. The Tribal Executive Council is the formally constituted
governing body of the Karuk Tribe, entrusted with a responsibility to
protect, preserve and promote the ceremonial, subsistence and economic
fishing rights of the Karuk people.

The Tribe believes that the federal government not only has a trust
responsibility to deal with the basin Tribes on a government to
government basis, but also a trust duty to protect the natural resources
upon which the Tribes of the basin are wholly dependent. This federal
trust obligation imposes strict fiduciary standards on the conduct of
executive agencies, not limited to the Bureau of Indian Affairs, in their
dealings with Indian Tribes.

In years past the Karuk Tribe has developed, and continues to maintain, an
ongoing presence and involvement in water management issues affecting
the Klamath river and its tributaries. In 1992, the Karuk Tribe assumed a
more pro-active role in water management issues on the Klamath river.
This pro-active role by the Tribe was stimulated by six consecutive years
of drought coupled with three successive years of critically low spawner
escapements to the Klamath river. The combination of these two factors
alone threatens the future viability of all Klamath River Basin anadromous
fish populations. :

The Karuk Tribe is a member of the Klamath River Basin Fisheries Task
Force (Task Force), which was created in 1986 (P.L. 99-552 the Klamath
Act) and charged with the task of development and implementation of the

POSITION STATEMENT ON THE PROPOSED
KLAMATH RIVER INSTREAM FLOW STUDY
KTOC / DNR / 393 *2
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Klamath River Restoration Program, in coordination with the Secretary of
the Interior. The Task Force has explicitly recognized the need for an
inst ream How study of the Klamath River in their Long Range Restoration
Plan.

The Karuk Tribe, acting through its appointed representative to the
Klamath Task Force, ini t ia ted the letter from the Task Force to the
Secretary of the Interior, requesting that the min imum flows required by
the FCRC license agreement with PP&L be upheld.

The Tribe was actively involved and played a lead role in negotiations with
the Bureau of Reclamation and the agricultural community to secure an
increase in water flows below Iron Gate Dam for adult fish migration.
Further, the Tribe was instrumental in the effort to bring the Klaroath
Compact Commission out of the shadows and into the forefront of the
current water crisis facing the Klamath River Basin.

Yet, following on the beels of our active involvement in Klamath River
water management issues, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and the U.S.
Bureau of Reclamation began to formulate an instream flow study without
our involvement. The Karuk Tribe was never invi ted . to participate in the
earlier instream flow study meetings and we were told by Ron Iverson in
November that the study proposal was completed and being forwarded to
William Shake's office for bis signature.

We are dismayed that the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and the U.S.
Bureau of Reclamation failed to recognize our rightful role in the decision
making process. Over half of the area covered by the proposed Klamath
River instreara flow study is located within our Aboriginal Territory
(Attachment 1).

Also, we have not received a written response to our letter of January 28,
1993 to Mr. Wayne While (USFWS), and are suspicious of your instream
flow study motives given your actions to date. However, we are
encouraged by your invitation to participate in this preliminary scoping
meeting, and we are willing to participate in good faith provided that all
of our concerns are clearly, openly and sincerely addressed by the relevant
agencies in the future.

POSITION STATEMENT ON THE PROPOSED
KLAMATH RIVER TNSTRF.AM FLOW STUDY
KTOC / DNR / 393 *2

PAGE 2 OF 2



ATTACHMENT 7

United Slates Department of the Interior
AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

Klaaath R ive r Fishery Resource O f f i c e
P . O . Rox 1006

Y r e V a , CA 96097-1006
(916) 842-5763

FAX (916) 8/.2-4517

BWJffi^UkqWTfB

FOE TflW

March 26, 1993

Memorandum

TO:

FROM:

SUBJECT:

Klamath River Basin Fisheries Task Force members
Technical Work Group members

Project Leader, Klamath River FRO
Yreka, California

Survey of Federally funded projects of the Klamath River Fishery
Restoration Program, Fiscal Years 1989-93.

Attached please find a dBase printout of all projects funded with Federal
program monies for fiscal years 1989 through 1993. We were asked to develop
an objective survey of all projects at the February 1993 Task Force meeting.
All projects were compiled into their respective categories (i.e. Habitat
Protection. Habitat Restoration, etc.), then sorted by Cooperator, then by
Fiscal Year. You should be able to find a particular project by locating the
Category, Cooperator's organization or last name, and then the specific Fiscal
Year In which the project was funded.

The Intent of the survey was to provide Information to the Technical Work
Group to allow them to rank FY1994 proposals more knowledgeably. One ranking
criterion is "Ability of the proposer to successfully implement the proposed
project." We hope this will assist you in this process.

If you need more Information, please contact us.

Ron Tverson

Attachment

cc Grover - AFF
Bowen - CGS



Para No.

KUNATH RIVE* FISHERY RESTORATION PROGRAM
FEDERALLY FUNDED PROJECTS
FISCAL YEARS 1980-03

PRWBCT COOPZRATOR
NUMBER

8UBBA8IN/PLAN AREA PROJECT DESCRIPTION COST COHXENT

•• Categoryi Education
oa 1-14 Calif 8*1, 8thd * Klemath Baain

Trt Mat. Fed.

03 1-9 Calif Bali «thd *' Xlwwth Basin
' Trt Hast. Fad.

00 5.11 Chloo Stata
University

Klamath Baain

•0 e.X Contract - Diana Klamath Basin

10th Annual
Conf«ranca

11th Annual
Conference.

Questionnaire
aurvey.

4-0 Develop

ourrloulua, teacher
training «n4 field
aotlvltlee.

1800 Project objective: to di«i»'»lniit« Infomxtlon on olwonld h«blt«l end
population r«»tor«tlon. (Appll«» to UP objective •)
Flndlngm Project obj«ctlv« »»t.
Contract hletory: Contract cloeed.

SOOO Bee co*aente for project oa-l-H.

1«J68 Project objtctlvni to «urvey public to d«v»iop a b«»«)ln* of pubMr
on fleh re«tor«tlon l««u«ie In the K)e«eth ^«»ln. (Appllet to l*f po
Flndine*! Non« reported yet.
AgreeMcnt hletory: Survey pending OMB eppr«v«l .

T.«)

67000 Project objective! Educate public enhool children nbout : 1) 1 1 1* hiete ry *
environaentel n*ede of anadro*ou« eelvonld*. a) restoration effort* <»«e.
Kl«««tfi Teek Poro*). end 9) harveet »eneB«»> nt (*ep.
Kl««nth Council).
Finding*) 4-A gr*A* nurrloulun outline, «r»»*-r«r«r«nc« to *»»t« cclffnce
fr«B«work. field HCttvltlea plan, vldvotep* library and final tvrrlevlv*.
Klotory: Fine) report due Deoeabor '90. Final report rerrlv»d Jemiary '»1 .
but outetandlne taaka were not completed vntll September 'VI.

00 a.i Contract - Diant Klaasth BaaIn
Xlnina

01 E- B Contract • Diana Klaaath Baain
Mimina

7-8 er»d»i Develop

01 E- • Contract • Diana
Minina

01 8- 1 Etna Elementary
.'• tohool Oiatriot

Xlaamth Main

•oott Rlvtr aubbaaU

ourrioulua, toucher
tralnlntr and (1*14
actlvitiee

0-12 gradei equetlo
education prograa.

0-12 gradei Develop
ola*nrooB
curriculum, teacher
training and fiald
activities < • i •

Eduofttlonnl field"
etudy of fioh ', ;

roqulro«anta and
riparian
restoration.

••040 Project objective: Hoe eoawente for
FlrvdinKai Rxcolvrdi 7-0 erode ourrlcul<M, final r«p«rt etc.
Kiatoryt Currloulu* due 3/01, a*)«nd«d to 2/92. re«etv«d B/9J. Draft report
of the evaluation of the 4-«th arad« o«rrlculu» d«« »/9l. m~rr>*.4 te I/et.
••ended to «/02. received 0/98. Final report duo It/31, eawndod te «/•!.
••ended to 7/9 J, received a/«8.

•7»»» Project obj«otlv«! *ee ooMMnte for 6»O.l).
Finding*i Work eeeelon for teaohere la ooopleteo1 (Teeh One).
underway.
History! Taaka underway, P«Aoo4 fro* fyOO.

!*••• ere

0 Project objectivei
Finding*i
Hlatoryi

a for •*<».!).

Project objective! Dovolop • fj«ld etudy proem to o4oc»te erKo*l
about the value of anndrooxMie fleh.
rindlnnsi Thle nrw field etudy ourrloulun dovetail* with tho Klemttk "Iyer
Studlee ourrloulu* ao that Oivklyou County etk-atk tredore ro«elv« *» |a-o**1a
look «t their loo«l aquetlo envlrOMWnt,
AKr**M«nt hletoryi Final report ewe Deeoobor '•!. *>«4irie4 te Jvt»* 'St
(received on t!•*).



OVao/93
XLAXATH RIVER FISHERY RESTORATION PROORAH

PBDERALLY PUNDSD PROJECTS
FISCAL YKARS 1080-03

PY PROJECT
NUMBER

COOPERATOR 8U8BA9IN/PUN AREA PROJECT DESCRIPTION COST COKXENT

01 I- 4 Pleherlee Pooue
Ptula Veen

Kleeath Baeln Portnble Information
6i*p}oy for Klanath
Plenary Restoration
Progree.

7800 Project objective! Develop 3-elo>d treneportwble «1lep)*v »h*i «•-•
photograph*. text-*nd graphic* to convey Information about <h« K l « » « « h
Km torn t Ion frogm*).
rinding*! Dl*pl*y constructed «»Jth high quality ••t»rl«l». lnfor*x»« ln«
conveyed revl»r»«>rl by «<lvl«ory oomtltt** «n<l K«fRO «t«rf.

' Hlttoryi Ju»tlfl"bl» co«t for hlgti quality pr»dyot thet ••• b « l l t l« • t
•%nn»r. DUplay In u«« throufhovt b«»ln.

03 I- • Meheriee Pooue -
Paul* Yoon

Klaaeth Bciln Portable Information
diaplay for upper
Klaaath watershed.

•BOO Project obj*ctlv**i D«v»)op en Infomat lonxl «Jt»pl»y on xh« upp^r KI*««tK
Rlv«ir in ord«r toi )) cl««rly »Kpl»ln th« (x>«l« «rv4 object lv»» of »t>» Kl*»
Restoration Pro(tr»i» to th« ir»n«ral public. 2) «ho«» ho« th««« »€••!• »n<1
object lv«» «r« bolng ««t with approprtat* photo«r«p*i«. «n4 S> lnrr»»»» «K«
publlo'a und«r»t«nd Ing of th* r««ter*tlon proffrc*.
Finding* i Non« reported y»t.
Contract hlitoryi fl»rvjo»e on4 vappllve prrv|4e4 on peet
tleely, eoct effective end nt(ti qvelity.

08 t-l« Klanath Poreet
AlUanoe

8el»on River eubbeein *8al«on 80
Workshops"

• vHN
for

1600 Project objeotiv«i Utlllae lo««l eoordtn«tor to r«»eh lo«a|
lnfor»ntlor\ on th« K)a»«th Rvetoratlon Prograa. Mold vorh*
oo«unlty and aohool chl)dr»n that MfMlf^t th« v«l»« of anaifrocxxi* ff*h.
Encourne* }oc*l protection of **]*>onld*.

*! TVo «ml) att»nd«d •vanlngr worh*b«(Hi w«r« h«l<l In •^<Htl»-f« to
workshop*. Vnluabl* Information on 1 1 f • nfatery. fl«N-ry -

and trlbil fl»h«rl«» •«• conveyed to local oltlzene. local lnt»r»»t la

• a a ritault of th«e* worhahopa.
Hietoryi Project complete. ria>e)y.

OS ,1- Kative AMerloen KleJMth Baa In
• • ' •*> PlabAWldlf Soolety • . • > ! ' .

Annual conference to
dlnouaa fieh and
wildlife laeuea
•ffeotlnff tribal
reeouroee

1000 Project objective. Provide funda for partial ep**ie«reltla> ef ee«»fere«c«.
rindinsrai Conference held October '91 In l«rehe. CA.
Klatoryi Project complete.

.. .
I-li.'/O.O. Urteneien-Devle KleMth taeln Conference on

deoonpoaed irranltlo
•oil i Probleee end
eolutlone.

.4000 Project objeotlvet E*tebli«h an Inforeiatiott charing fort** to *<V1r»*« on* ef
the three nnln problaai* leedln« te the reduction ef enedree>e»a flalt K«el«at •
•edlxentatIon.
Finding., Conference held October 81-2*. IvOJ in *e4dl»(. CA.
Agreeeant Metoryi Plnel report due June 1°O3.

99 f- t

•0 ».«

six Riven NT,
Orieene Diet

Lower KlaMtb eukbeeia Publlo fleherie*
education
nonooncuaptlve
enjoyment.

Xleeath River Klajuth fteeln
PRO

Publlo CoMtunloatlon
and Rdueatlon
Program.

.8790 Project objective) Provide axtvoatlon e-irpvrlenc** e«>(oh
/• ^ stewardship and nonooncucptlve wee ef e«r l*«al fl*K reeovrce*.

1 Plndinpei None reported yet.

Atrreeewnt hlatoryi Draft ivtereranoy egre*»ant aent te o«everet*r

80000 Project objectJvei Introduce the gwnero] pvbllc •»<! *p«el*l Internet
to the actlvltle* of the XJacMta Restoration ProffTM and eVrwlep
eoaaunleatlon* •ertia to prevle* nore «etall*d InfarMtlo* ta t*««r**te4



?ft(p» No.
05/29/W

XLAKATX RIVER FISHERY RESTORATION PROGRAM
PBDP.R>H,Y FUNDED PROJECTS
FISCAL YEARS 10A9-03

FY PROJ2CT COOPBMTOn
NUNBBX

8UBBA8IK/PLAN AREA PROJECT DESCRIPTION COST COKX7.KT

l I y

p n r t l t t .
Findlnjf" : TWO v»ry wo
OO»»ont" fro» th<» public on prlorltl*" for r»«t«r«tl»n («nd »»»t
r«(julr»iK*>nt») . Prr»i> r«l««»o» on r«»tor»t lof>
ootlvltie* »<«rn ••llod to itotlla and b«rW^T««n<1 r«»««rch on • pr

producnd •lidr/tiip' profr»« *•• ln l t i« t«d.
intwrvlewwd for a tp«toial t«l«v>*«4 IMTW* pr«?raa on KKET TV. <:o-r.(H.r«i»d •I tH
Kl"-«th Nntlonnl for<-»t to o>v«lnp Natloncl P l»hlr a W**k • c « l v l r l » .rnj
int«rpr«tlve f lah l i f e hlatory algnw.Mlatory: »«df»l fuml»?<» « »ofHb» of » » a f f
ti*a for a fiahory blologl»t/lntwrpr»t»r .

•o s.i usnra Kiaaath mv»r Kiaaath Baain
no

Public Communication
tind Education
Program.

and lon»$e«4t Projaot obJ«ctiv<-: Contlnu* v
with th« public «nd •parlil Jnt«r«»t 8ro«ip«.
finding*! Education*) aotivltlaa auoh a* th* *ll<1«/t«p«
hiandout*. talk*. pr«a« r*la«a«a. dlaplaya at th* county fair «rv>1 p «Mle

on th" Long RnnfW B»«tor«tlon Plan m>r« hrld to con tln.i* tK«
with th« poopla int«r«*t*4 In th« •ctlvltl** of tK« r«ator«tl««

.••..,,„..

01 I- • Usm Xlaaath Klvor Klaaath Bavin
PRO

Public Communication
and Education
Program.

US7W8 Xlaaath Mvar KltMth Main
FRO

Salaon Education
COMunity Workanopa.

08 8-11 usnm XlWMth Klvtr toott »lv«r aubbaaln 8ol»on Education
WO

99 8-1B USPW Klaaath River Kiddle Klanath
FRO aubbaaln

COMunity Workahopa.

Saloon Education
CoMunity Workahopa.

OS B-14 US7WS Klaaath Rlvar lowar Klanoth aubbaaln R«l»on nrtuoetlon
PRO coaoiinlty vorkihop*.

Hiatoryi Projr«» connlita of on« ataff position. «q«lp»«f«t. travel.
photograph to auppllct, roe* rantal ate.

40000 Project obj«»ctlv«(: Cnntinu* c*w»unto«t Ion «nd un«l«r«t anting N»»w«.»n to»»r»«»
(fpoup* nn<) p«rt Inlpnnta tn th« restoration prngrmm
Finding*! Plv* p u h l l c •"•tlnff*. flft»«n adilH lonitl »llo> pr*»'nl »\ Ion* .

rn pr»>*i rt\rn*r» *nd two <Jr«ft lone Tmngn plum
utllliwd it* »duR*tlonal xxll* to holp p«op)« unrt»r»t nn<1 »nri cbowt

th« rw*tor«tlon proicraa. Final long r»oj» r«*tor»tlon pl»n» ~»r» Bulled to
000 interacted pnrtl«*. Ad»lnlatr«t Ion of th« currlculv* o>v» loiw«nt c«*tr«ct
and other coB»unlo«t Ion product puroHnee* continued.
Projra» hlatoryi KRFRO ataff tlaw for ooiMunio«tlon/educot lnn/p«b lie
involve«*r>t dutl«* ta d»orcaalr»f •• r«ap«na|bllltlaa Increaa* fa r
aupport to the fttditral advlaory eoe»|tt«ee.

0 Project objeetiveat Inorenee the publie'e wnder*tan4ln« of the valve of
anndropoua flah and (tin looajl aupport for «r*noy vnd tribal reetoratla*
effort* by holding ooMunlty vorkahopa. U«P policy •.!.<
and O.I. a
Finding*: Hone reported yet,
AcreeMent hletoryi workehop tetitatively «oh«>4ule4 to a* told In lete

';, auaa>ar/aarly fall. Coordinator poaltlo* will ba hlrvd la J»»e.

0 Sot eoawanta for project 9S-I-19.

0 See ooe»ente for project 93-1-13.

0 See coMente for 03-E-1S.



Pap* No.

XLAKATK RIVER FISHERY RESTORATION PROGRAM
FEDERALLY WOED PROJECTS

FISCAL YEARS 1060-03

PY PROJECT COOPERATOR
NUNBEX

SUBBA8IH/PIAN AREA PROJECT DESCRIPTION COST COMMENT

OS 1-10 USPWS Xluath Rlvor Shaita River •ubbooln Salmon Education
PRO Coaaunlty Workshop*.

03 1-18 usnn Xlaaath River Saloon River eubbeela Salmon River aelaon
PRO featlval.

0 See eoMMnta for 03-E-I3.

4000 Project obj«otlv»t Inform the public about the value of a«"dromon* f l * h en*
gain local aupport for the reetoratlon program by Holding an edveettenet
forum end f f t t i v a l .
Plndlnz*! Non«» raportwd y«t.
Asranmint Matoryi 8t«nrlng oo*ro|ttee begin* plBnnlng In A p r i l for
Faatlval/Poriw to b« hald la ««pt '09. Coordinator w i l l b* Mr*d In Jw««,

•• Subtotal."

•• C«tosoryi Pi*h Protection
•a PP- • Cal Poly stato Unlv

Foundation
Rlvor Population

Olff«rantiatlon of
Spring and Fail
Chinook.

1MM Project objeotlvoai 1) to dletine\ii«)i b«t»»«*n »prlng »nA f « ) l chlrwv^v «to-r*a
utini nuolvar DNA «raro«« sral •l«ctropSor««l» t«oNtw>l*«y. » to 4»»»r»l»*»
axtvnt of population <1l»trlbutlon In <h» r|v*r, S) to 4«tt«c»lr»» r « l * \ l v «
proportion* of Jvvcn l l ca in th« outvlirant population. < » p p l l » « to f .KP
P0l lo l«o i 4 ,3 and 4 . 4 )
Finding*i DNA po)y«orphl»»a w*r« not«d b«tv«*n atoche. htm^vrr •••pi*
c r e d i b i l i t y «rna <juo«tJonnbJ*. H*aoarch«ra a»»»rt that atocha «•« K»
dlatinirula«d by t h l » trchnlqu*.
Azr»o««nt hlitory: Agr««««nt p>odlfl«d one* to add $2.320 for »or» eihovvt l»»
•»»pl« analyc l* . nnd to vxtand f inal raporting dato by all awnth*. fln*l
report dua 6-30-9,1.
XRlHtb'a aan«i>»»«nt: Project Obj»ctiv«« par t l t l l y w>t. but f lnn ) report *»V
aub«ltt«d yot. Th* ooop«rator hea da»onatr«t»d «ff«otl»««««a «f
but haa not applied It to »**t objeotlvva 8 and S. Hay c«~* lit fina

•V •.II California Oept. Of Kiddle Klamath
Flah and Oaae aubbaaln

. :a»'.

E.tl»ata fall
eh 1 nook aaoapoatont
operating adult
oaptura walra.

41 TOO Project objoot|v«»i 1 ) to Monitor oilalt f«ll oMrx^nk »
Cr»«h. flh««t«, Scott. Salaon Rlwr*. •rvd «oo« «».j)»r
•iddla Klanath aubboaln. (Appllaa to LHP pollol*. «.9. 4.4. MM) 4.7)
Finding* i 10i8 fall oaeapaaant aatl««toa *>•<*• for 10 >«t>ar««« arava.

39.813 fall ahlnnok for the Xlexith »«elaj excluding th« Trinity Mlv«r ayate*.
Asrre«*«>nt hlatoryi Agr»e««nt *K>d|f|»d to extend termination dnt« by tnree
y*ara and to allow full expenditure of fund*. Project objvctlvw* •«* .
but final p>ty»«nt not y*t awde duo to accounting difficult!** »lth tne ftate
•nd Denver Plnanee Center. Anneal report received t-ic-eo.

California Dept. of Saloon River oubbaolM Hydroaeouatlo weir,
and Oo*o Saloon Rlvor.

I*tlBOO Project object Ivor To dotemlna the fo«»lblllty of »*In« thl*
Baking run al«e eatlmat**. (Appllea to LftP pel iolv* 4.3 and « . T )
Pindlnff*! Run al«e natlnatlon me lwpo»*lbl» b*oau*» of **) l l l inc* t>«*«vl»r ef
tha fl*h at th* oonltorlnK ofte*. •<TJlp»*nt failure •!•* eof»tr Ibuted \» 'aaar
reaulta. Cooperator aaaerte that problvue ere minor and can b« owrceaw.
Agr««a*nt hlatoryi Project object ivaa a>at. final report received 9-0-

I invoice paid for flrat year of work. Project activity atop
I of poor reaulta. i>pp̂ *̂̂ fc**e



Pate No,

FY PROJECT
KUXBER

COOPERATOR

XLAXATH RIVER 7I8HERY RZ8TORATION PROGRAM
FEDERALLY FUNOIO PROJECTS
FISCAL YEAW 1089-83

8U8BASIN/PLAN AREA PROJECT DESCRIPTION COST COMMENT

91 tt-lM California Dept. of
Fieh and Owe

aheita River aubbeeln Modify and r«p«lr
Shaatn River floh
counting facility.

•9 t.lt Dr. D«Ve Kankin

01 r*-n Koopa Valley Tribe

Paolfio Ocean Study to determine
tagging needs for
tiae/are« flaherlee
•enageaent.

Lower KlMeth aubbaeln EatlMta population
alze and rang* of
green eturgeon.

17777 Project objective: To «odlfy the Shuet* River nrtult certure weir to
trapping efficiency. (Appllee to U«P pollel«« 4.3 •«<! «.')
Findlnei.: Woir utructure »•• Bodlfted but not according to prop««»<1
Kljh water lcv«-l« nude c**ent pouring (•po«»lbl*. Coop<"r«tor cl«»«»
trupplne efficiency.
Airreerent hl t t o r y i Agr<»e»ent v*« Modified to «)lo~ n«« i1»«lr« f»*t«r»»
reduce funding by *o.««Z. Project objective »n* «.t . f|«^l r»|^rt dii>
3-15-02, received 4-10-02. Pine) p»y»-nt In prcgrec*.

l»»rov»<1

96400 Project objective: To determine ievel of codeii wire terfl"* required to
•upport tl"e/ar*» ooeon harveet BafingeBent . (Applle* to IFF pollr.i** «.J end

4.3)
Plndlnit*: The eooperator conolvwJee tH«t it le l>po«e)Me to ohteln r»lleM«
e»ti«iat«« of A total of 30 tl»e/area-ep«clf le age 4 ocean flenery *«plel tat !•»»

ratea fro« (XT recovery data.
Agreement hletory: The final report wee due J-J9-OO. received 9-21-90.
Project Objective «raa »«t, final pay»«nt »ade. egreeewnt cJoeerf.

14068 Project objective; To determine rang* of adult green eturgeon In
the Klanath River b<t*ln by uee of tag return date. (Appllea to L»C
policy 4.3)
Plndlnget Project objective not M>t yet. T«g effort began ton late
In 1062, oooporntor received no flah fro* tribal fl«Ker«*n. w i l l
begin again In «prlng 1OB3.
Agreement hlatoryi Modified agree»ent to extend all •lleeten* end mvpletle*.
datea by one year. Final report due 2-2S-1004.

•> rr-is xoop* v«Uty Trib* Lewr XlMtth aubbtalo Monitoring
out«lgrating
•alnonlda on Pin*
Creek.

•0 7?- I Xaruk Tribe of
California

Middle XlMMth
aubbaain

by ,
, Knruk

•ubaiatonoo harvest
•t lahi Plahi FaU*.

40181 Project objective! 1) to evaluate effect Ivenem of upelnpe re«tnr*Mon by
aonltoring juvenile ••Jeenld population, for three eoneeeutl*e ye«r« t*
eatabli.h a baaellne productivity Indem, (Appllee to LDP policy 3 9)
Pindlngti Project in progreaa. Streea related Juvenile fie* Mortality *•*
•xoeiclvn (a* high aa )0\), aoe>e handling technique* were chanced to
ooapentate. Agreement hlatoryi Agreement atodlfied to provide additional
funding (»24.12»)

to oonplete th« 3 year aurvey. Payment for flret year of eervlcee le In
progreaa.

Project objeotlveni 1) to provide e*tl»«te of fell >»vO Kerutt Trlh.l ••(•̂ >|4
harvaet for the Klamnth Flahcry Nani«|**ent Council, t) te provlrtv •loloflcel
inforvatlon on run <lre. tieilng, *ir» etr\>ot%re 3) to provide Inforvetle* •«
in-rlver habitat condition. (Appllea to LRP poll«le e 4.1 en4 4.3)
Flndlnffar 200 e*lBcmlde raporteii ae harveeted by Kervh e«beleten«« flalwrwMi
In fall 1000. Project obj«otiwe net.
AeT"«»»nt hletoryi During project le>ple*entet |pn. e«e>e eonfuelnn ernee
ae to whether cerenonlal harveet »ea to be Included la the tote)
auabtetence harvaul eetlaate. The leeue we. received after aic-h



Ko.

KUXATH RIVER FISHERY RESTORATION PKOGRAN
FJDERAUY rVmSD PROJECTS
FISCAL YEARS 1080-03

FY PROJECT COOPBRATOR
NUMBER

01 FP- 1 K«ruk Tribe of
California.

8UB8ASIK/PUN AREA

Kiddie KltMth
•ubbeein

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Eatlniite. by
epeoiaa, Xaruk
aubalatenoe harveat
•t lahl Plahl

2) \o
S) to

pollc»«»

09 rf-19 K«Xe.«ot0/XiMnuki Xalnatea) KlaMth River As* and ero«th of
Kl«»ath River green
•turg-eon.

00 4.9 PSKTC Kiddle KlaMth
•ubbeein

Temporary help for
Vreki 9or*«n Shop.

01 KX-19 PSNTO

•t MXFC
I t-

Middle KUMtb
•ubb«iln

Kiddle XluMtb
•ubb«*ln

T«»por«ry h«tp for
Yr«k« 8er«tn Shop.

T««por*ry haIP for
Yr«k« 8or««a Shop.

COST COMMENT

correspondence, final (annual) report e«b»ltted on • cheo'mle. agr»«
oloaed.

10697 Project objective*! 1) to provide eetlMtn of <fc»»aprlng end fell
Trlbn) inlmonld hnrvent for the KlemetN flehery N»neg*»«nt Council,
provide hlologlcnl Information en run elie. timing. «nd age etrv
provide Information on In-rlver habltet condition. (Appllea to
4.2, 4.3)
Finding*! 805 *almonlde reported ae fiarvweted by KeruV eub*letenee flefcer
In aprlnz and f u l l JvOl. Project objeotlvee met.
Agreement hl*toryi Agreement »o41fled twloet onr« to reduce funding by *3.e«7
beoauee of reduced run el»e and f lohlng/eon) torlng effort. »n«l one* to eitewd
th<» flnn) report Ing d*t« by one year. Final repx>rt received 2-17-os
(originally due 12-31-01). Final Invoice eent to Denver rtnence Center
3-OS-03.

•940 Project objective*; to doovimnnt «a« etruoture of the Klme>atK Klver popvlatleei
and provide descriptive growth date related to peat life
Matory. (Appllei to LRP policy 4.3)
ITlndinirii None. Project not Japle»ented yet,
Airreeaent hlatoryi Agreeawnt •iyned by eooperator, returned te nfffO. Me
further activity.

83011 Project object lv«>»i l) to lncre«»o atafflng of CPfO operated Vr»w« Screen
to enhance careen conitruetlon/emlntenonre cojpvbllltle* In Shiete en4 9colt
River* and Middle Klaaeth trlbvterlee. 2) to Increase fleh reecne efferte In
oaae area. (Appllee
to LRP policy 3.11)
Plndineei Cooporator reported 7».OOO fleh reecwed In I»«O. T»«i>"r«ry
oaployee p«rformed mialntenanov on 09 diver el on mere-en* end fa>>rlcet*4
three new ey*t«»*. Inoludlnir oonetrvetlnaj eeeient fovndetlone *t !•»*••>
elte*. Project object Ivee net.
Agreement hletoryi No modIf1oatIone. Fine] report received en ecfcedvle.
Agreement oloeed.

17840 Project Objective) fl*me aa project 9O-4.9
Flndlneei Continuation of project fro* rYlOvO. Very low total of 18,43*
aalaonlda rennnod In IvOl trapping aeaeon. Screen maintenance contln«e4. «*

•** '
Affreeaent h l e t o r y i No *od I fleet lone, f inal report received « - * • • «
8-lB-Oa). A>r*ewnt cloeed,

PrOJOOt object |v*»t 8«ae ee project OO-4.9
Plndlnirei 8«.n«on«l employee r*febrloet»d thre« ecre«n wiper *yet<we end
drive ere ••••>*h)y. Re»o<le)«d two eoreefl el tee wi th P>M> cvewnt
tlooff end w«JJe. Con<fuot«d «tr««e7 eurwye «f N»«v«r
r»-ov«l. ft*p*lr»d over 00 eer«en* end trepe. Aealetvd U«n erwe wMn
habitant reatoratlon on Yreke Creek. Perwonent COfO eteff
Klaeath baa In during ••••on, leaving eeeeonei eetpieyee In



Page No.

XUXATH RIVER FISHERY RESTORATION PROflRAX

FEDERAUY FUNDED PROJECTS
FISCAL YEARS 1089-03

PROJECT COOPERATOR
NWBBR

03 FP- *

•« >.»!

SUBBASIN/PLAN AREA PROJECT DESCRIPTION COST COXMENT

USFS Xliwatn
National Foreat

Kiddle Klaaath
eubbaeln

Kiddle XlajMth
aubbaaln

Temporary h«lp for
Yreka Screen Shop.

Ste«lh«»d
e*oftpe«ent. aeleoted
trlbutarlea.

objectlvee net.
Azreeaent history: No BOdiricetlon*. Project co«plet*d 12/31/92. final report

aubaltted on schedule. Final p»y»ent In prorre**.

S1119 Project objectlven: Sm»e n* proj»ot 00-4.3. <P«^« O
Find Ins-Hi No reports r*ce|v«d «t Harm) yet.
Agreement ht*toryi «ltn»<J «»r»»««nr r»o«lw»<l •» K»f»O S-4-«3.

79400 Project Objootlwn: to ••*!•»••*• ohln»«V. ooho. «n<l •t*»)h»«4 »<1«tt «p««»^r «•»
of 128 •tr«««-«ll«». (Applies to LRP p«ll«l«» 4.5. 4.7)
Finding*: Coorwtmtor ld^ntjn»d 8H.OOO >2 of »p«»nlrg «ub»tr«t». -M«-h cn\ild
»ooo«»od»tfr 12.000 rhlnooK r»<J<1» »r>rt SB.flOO •t««lh»»d r»rtd«. st** |h».i<1 anil
Chinook redrt" totnll'd 757 «n<1 3.174. r««p«ctlv«ly 4<irlnf th* jo««/«o .r..nln(
aoacon. Only two coho redds ««r«» oh»«rv«d In th» »«irv*y. bur »»oy trlh..»«ry

•y»te»» contnlni'ri Jiiv»nll« ooho In »np»rr of JO«P. Indlcntinr tMt •uce»t*f«)

ooho cptwnlnc oce«rr«d. R»oo«*ndi«t ton* for v«rlon» pnrtlon* of »h»
•tudy uron Included rlpnrlan r*v«f»t*tInn. provj»len of l»rj« v»«Miy
dnbrl*. »trrn»l»ink itabl 1 l*<»tlon, and ctr*** flow mir*«nt*nnn to f«rt!M«1»
rentorntlon. Project obj«ct|v»» »«t.
Azr««ntnt htttoryi Agr«t»tnt •odlflvd to extend fln«l report •nh«Ml*l d«f»

fro« 1-01-90 to 2-01-90. fln«l report received J-13-90. Acre»»*nt

90 «, II XlMath
National Foreat

Klanath BaaIn Spawning eround
limitation aurveya.

4.3. 4 . 7 )

CM****.

90 • •.•• Odffi Six Rivera
N«tlon«l rarest

Middle Kit
•ubbasin

•th Cn»p Crvek

atudy.

• IBAt Project objective: 1) to provl<1« • nultl-yoitr co«p»rl*nn of •p«>'o»r »••
throughout the ftnl*on, Uoott, and >il<1-Kl<Hi«th xibbBvIn*. 3} to <i'l«ral*« K«w
•uoh •ultnble *pnwnlnK habitat exlcte »t bnce-flov condition*. 31 to <<*ter*>lee
hnbitat preference. u*«, and *pnwn tl*tng by
• te«lh«nd). (ApplU* to LRP poliol** 3 . 1 2 . 3
Kln<1ln(T«i Coopvmtor ld*ntlfo< «7.ooo mi of •«u«hi« »t~»~nii
would aoootwodate 14.000 ohlnootc rodd* «nd 4B.ooo *t*«)h**<l
redda tota l led 1,340 und 877 IN fall 19*O en4 iofO *«a*»n*.
8teeih««d redda totalled 1,4*8 and ••• |n .

'' ' rvapootivoly.
Chinook epewnlno; started ail4-9«pt*wb*)r qnd oiMted by late H*v»»»»r. ••«>! y««r.
• teelhead • pawn! nit etarted by late Pebrwary erxj eftded by «M «oy. ovch y»«r.

Prlnary r«Oo**>en<1*tlon* are t« carefully oonalnvr lapwit* of blo*nK«nre««>nt
aotlvltlee on natural etoekai a*H COPO to eon* I dor del*yln« *tert of ««HM<e|
auction dredje aeaion In trlbwtarlee lnhabltat«d by late apwnlnc et*«IKee<i.
and olo*e angling to portlone of ••l«oti Mlver below Oeb t«ttoe> we;lr. Project
objeotlvea Met.

' Aareevent hl*toryi Final agr»e»ant e«h«ltte4 1-9* (doe S-»|). A«r««*>e«t e t l l l
' ' open, pending completion of other project a.

14991 Project objeotlvei to evaluate production and <mt»l front tl«lK« ef Jevenlle
anertroKou* *ali>onl<l* In Caop Creeh . (Applleo to LDP
pollolv* 4 . 3 . 4 . 7 )
JMndlnaai Trapping *ltea and teohnlquee have frven oolooted. Tr»r*>le« awevrro*
In 1001 »nd 1098 ontelf rat lo* ported*. Final report not received. O»;er«|ve
not aet yet.



P»B» NO.

XUMATH RIVER FISHERY RESTORATION PROGRAM
F8DERALLY WDgD PROJECTS

FISCAL YEARS 1080-03

FY PROJECT COOPBRATOR
NUMBER

98 FF- T U9FWB CX/NV Flah
Health Center

OS FP- 4 U8FVS CA/NV Hah
< Health -Center

•9 l.tt USPWS Coaetal
California, no

SUBBASIN/PLAN AREA PROJECT DESCRIPTION

KalMtM Klaaath Mlv«r Health end
physiology
aoni taring of
hatchery and natural

COST COKXENT

Agreement Metoryi Agreement modified to ««t»nd tvrvlMtlon date fro*
to J-91-M. Twenty-three percent of funde expended.

10100 Project objective! to determine the health ctatus of ••!•»»Id •tech*
and wild) In th« Klftaath Rivwr at thw tj»e «f their
•molt Migration. (Appllea to LRP policy 6.A.I, 8.a.a)
Finding*i Nona reported.
Agreeaent hletoryi Final r#p«Tt do*) 9-30-92.

eh 1 nook.

Xlaaath Hivtr Health and 14000 Project objective: to *<1d to existing d«teb«se on <3!<>«••• p«thoe»«». l«rv«> of
physiology infection. and d«gr*e of inpaet on Klaaath River Juv»«||« ••(•onld*. "--
Monitoring of to LRP policy 8.A.I. 3.P.2)
h»t.chory and natural Finding*: Norm report«d.
outalgrating Agreeaent hletoryi Agreeaent aignod 11-17-92. Final report due 2-13-94.

Chinook.

lower KlaMtb aubbaala Fall oh 1 nook
•acap«««nt.
Klaaith

24000

•9 a. as USPWS coaatai
California FRO

I."! ' ' V •

*':•'• >'.'..

KUaath lubbaatn Fall oh 1 nook
••capeaant. Blua
Crack,

TTI

•9 coa»t«i
California FRO

tover XJ«»ath •ubboaJn Juvenile production
•urvey* of tha lowar
Klaaath 81y»r..,)'' .,
trlbuurlWi •*-'•'•'"••

f»r

43900 Project obj«cttv**i 1) to dttervln* fall ehlnook p*«n«
dlitrihution. and hub I tut utilisation. 8) to dot* mtn» J<iv«n| |» ••
production, 9) to »urv»y vxietlng hnbltat com)HI n» In thr vtixly
1DM/49 fl*h production yenr. (Applle* to policy .9. 4.7)
Finding* i Fall }08n Chinook »p«wn»r ««c»p««»nt w* •»<l»«t»<1 b*tvr
930 adult*. Spawning nlgratlon occurred from Auvu*t to O-c~h-r •
laalgratlon occurring in late October and e>ar)y «<rve»b«r. le.nex
juv«nll« ohinook w«r« trapped in th« lower r«*ch In l««o. chirwvoV
outnlgrntlon occurred from April to J*ly, lon»i •twinged ««t»iitr^< tm»
in April, p«aked In June, and eofitlnmd thrvug^t th» tr»pi>ln« »rr»ri
•nd*d July ai, loao. Co ho Jwv«nlla« appear** la •*•!) nv*»«r« «hrn*«t«v«t

evaluation. Recurring hlgta winter flow* Japaot ok*nn*>] oo nrir»r*t>o«.
rearing and • pawn Ing habitat. eM dlr*«tly lupaet •«• ••rvival. »r*j*«t
objectivea Met.
Agre»B«tnt hlatoryi Final report re>o«lv*4 •« eeKedwle. 9-ao. fr«j«ct
completed.

0 Projoot objootlvoi I) to aaeoee oMnoofe and et««!n0»d epvmin^ ««wi
rearing bnbltat in 10 lover Klaemtkj Hiv«r trla«tarlee tfwrlng !••• ne»4

'.' ••••on, 8) to eventually survey 14 tribe.
(Applies to LR? policy J.l»)
Findlnjrai 0te«lh*Nd ooourred Jn all *>f th« etreaoe orvtf ere th«
doalnant epeoia* In eight of the tan etreeas *urv«yed. Juvenile ehlne«ej
pre**nt In eaven of ten etr«e»» b«t w»re easaiin in only thrve. C«h» a«li
•nd cutthroat trout w»r<i uncaaann in all str»«a». Juv.nl l<
utaigratlon began the firat w««k of April and cea*ed by •
teelhead fry outalgratlon began the aeeond week In M*y.



Ho. • x

ovae/M
XUXATH RIVER FISHERY RESTORATION PROGRAM

FEDERALLY FUNDED PROJECTS
FISCAL YEARS 1999-93

PY PROJECT COOPBRATOR SUBBASIN/PLAN AREA PROJECT DESCRIPTION COST COKXENT
NUMBER

in Mny. <ind r<r»n|n«td at low number* to the end of the trapping **•••»«.
Available tpxwnlnj h«bltnt
1* thought to bo underuUliied. Project objective* met.
A?re«»*nt hl*tory: Project complete, final report received o« *rh»^..|»
(2-eo).

•• • Bl U8rV8 Cooatal lO-er Klemath eubbaeU Trap outaleront. on 87800 Project objective., 1) to provide en enm..l lno>« of j«~nll. out. ICreM
California PRO *h« Io-«r Kla.ath production In th» K)e.*th and Trinity River*. J) to e.tl-et- th- he»rh.ry/.H4

River Minate*. composition of the Juvenile ealmonld standing crop. 3) to ••»!«•<• aigrette*.
rate* for each apeclen and for each river *y*t»e. (Applle* to l«P pollrl»e
4.7. 6.A.I)

. Find Inn*i Ro*ult» of eorew trap operation Indicate that hetfh»ry p r«»d««-»«1
j ' ' Chinook axke up 4fl\ of total Chinook outmtgrant populetlon In \h* ".lewath
i River at Bin Par (nbove the confluence
' with the Trinity River). Screw trap results on the Trinity «lv»r «»«r willow

Creek indicate a hntohery «o«ponent of 03* of the tote 1 chtnook «
population. Renulte of •alnatew eetntng below the confluence of »
and Trinity Rlvnra Indicate e 4XH hetchery component of the totel
outvlffrant population. H«en el(rratlon rate for Iron Oete Ketrhery fell
Chinook i»olt* w»* 10.7 riv*r-kiloa>eter*/day. and 4.0 rhWdey for ere»*x

rote for Trinity River Hatchery fall chlnooV ee«lt* we* J4.0 r»e,/d ey.
Project objective* »et.
Agreement hl*tory: Final report received 3/91 (dve 3/9O). Project

•0 a.a3 USPW8 Coa*t«l Lower Klaaath aubbaaln Blue Creek atudiaa. B9400 Project objective*; s«e project eo-a.as.
California PRO Finding*! Nuohrr* of returning adult fall cMnook — r» v>ry lr>w in

. . • ' • • . 1080-00 *n«l 1000-01 *e««One. Only «» of the •••|e>ue> pot*nrlel nw«h»r of
were *een in 19PO and 2X in 1OO1. "pewnlne end re«rln« h«Mt*t« In •!«•
appeared (Ulteble for eurvtvet and ehould eupport e lerrer •p*v*ln*:

: . population. Juvenile cMnook outmlgrent Indene* w»r» 33.OOO far te«o e*»
12.900 for 1001. Only 9,309 and 3.08B oh 1 nook were code* wire tegg** !•
and 1001, reipeotlvely. Teeipvretviree in Blwe Creeh were cooler the* lej tke>
•alnetea Kla««th River durinc aw»»*r aje«tM (10-10 4ea-r»»* C v«r*wo I0-t«
degreaa C). Project objective* *>et.
Atreeaent Motoryi Pinal report aubailtted 11/01 (due »/•!).

'"• incorporated into annual report for |O*| etvdy. Project

00 a.aa USPVS CO«*tal Lower XlaMth auboaein Kabita,t/fi*h 14000 Project Objective*! See project «O-a.4J. Project ecepe locre«ee<i t« cmrer )4
California PRO Inventory Of the /" atrenn* In the lower Ulaeath River eubbejeln. Meoond year of Inwet Igat !••*.

>, lower trlbutariee' to ''̂ '' ' ' Plndlngat Six *tr*««» were eeleated for evrvey work In I»eo fleM ••••*«
i''V»»^l> the XlaMth River. '"' (Hunter, Panther, Bear, Teotah. Tully. end Pl»e Creek*). A4«lt epwmle*
! •' •,.(• i aurvey* in Hunter Creed found 1 Chinook redd: Teoteh Creek *«rvey* re-veiled I

redd* while Pine Creek contained 89 redde. No redd* were foved on Tully
Creek. Bear Creek did not have a evrfeoe flew by December 1. I0»e. e*4 we*
• ubaequently not aurveyed. Only (8 Juvenile chln««k were ceptvre In TO nlgeit*
of trapping on th»»» *|K etreemie. fro* April a t* July 8. looo. Tremle In

'. Chinook nutmlgral |nn could not be Identified <1ue to l»w f»—N.r» «.f treriwt
flah. Teotah Cr»«k appeara to b« «n«*r«t11 l»*d by adult *alm«nM*. Telly



P«K» No. 10
09/26/93

PROJECT COOPBRATOR
NUMBER

KLAMATH RIVER FISHERY RESTORATION PROGRAM
FEDERALLY FUNDED PROJECTS

FISCAL YEARS 1080-03

SUBBASIN/PLAN AREA PROJECT DESCRIPTION

00 I.SI USFWS Coaatal •
California FRO

Lower Klaattth eubbaaln Trap outaleranto on
the nalnatea Xlaaath
River.

01 FP- a USPWS coa«t«i
California MO

Lower KlaMth eubbaeln E«tl»«t« apavnlnjr.
Juvenile production
and habitat of lower
Kl»ath Tributaries,

01 rr- 4 U8PK8 CoaaUl
California FRO

01 PP-

California MO

Coaatal

Lower KlaMth eubbaeln Beti*>ato ohinook
•took atatue and
potential for
enhancement en »1«
Creek. v,̂ .. ,

Kiddle KlaMth Monitor Juvenljo
•alnonld
outBlpratlon at Bl
Bnr, ••Inetea)
KlaMth River.

XlHMth River f»U««t« juvenile

COST COHXEKT

Creek 1* prl»nrlly «• • t«r«Ih»ad etrvea. renthwr Crf* l» p r i m a r i l y a r*«rl«»
pond for coho. n«mr Creek appeared to be lacking •p««"nln« rr»v»| In tn» er»a
surveyed. Hunter Cr»«k contained adult cMnook In th» flret 3.O h* ef etr»e».
The etrean vn* • ubmirfeee above; that point, end rearing qvellty «me pe*r.
Projeot objectlvee »nt.
Agreement hletoryt Final report reoelveo1 t-ta (due 3-01). Project complete.

87300 Projeot objective*! 8«e project 60-9.01.
Finding* I 333 juvenile Chinook. 17» jBV«mlle ete«lh*ad. end SO Jir»»nll» c**«
w«re trapped In aprlng/euw*er 10*0 at Blv Bnr. A oontr lb«t t»n of «"> haieK^ry
Chinook end OO* natural Chinook w»* eettnnted for tt>« total eMn«»«»l« cnptir^^
at that loontlon. M«en eilgratlon rate Tor Jron Oat" »Uteh«?ry chln'wik we* 8.5
rkB/dny. Population eitlnate* and |nd»i>«» wro not c«lcwl*'»^ b-r»<"» of
equlpoant failure during the project. 1.OS3 cMnook. O«9 Juvvnlle et»«IK«»d.
and 972 ooho juvenllee were trapped In tn« Trinity Klwr during tK« *rrin«
1000 trapping aenion. The hatchery/»!Id Jwenlle ohinook ratio for tkte
period on the Trinity Rlwr we* 10/OO. Tno ratio of h«ten«ry/vl Id el»lMe«k
eMfted to 97/13 for the fall trapping eeaeon. The aprlnc ewtwlfral le«
abundnnce Index
O«)ou)«t«d for the Trinity Kl"or wee B7.0OO chlno«k, 8«.OOO et<r*IK*ed.
•nd 16.000 ooho. Projeot objeotlvee p«rlally »*t due t* e^utp»»nt f*ll»r«.
Agreement hletoryi Final report received »/Oa (dw* 3/e«>. fro]»t\ cna^lel*.

40500 Projeot objective*! See project 90-1.43. Third y«er of Inveetlr** l«*e.
Survey High Prairie, Terup. Ah Peh. farpvr. M»tteh. end *o»cH Cr»»«i» |ej ie«f
field.feeton.
Flndlnir*i Ixtr anoint Ion of It n I (tit • of trapping totale r»»»l'"1 In jw*ejll»
eatliMitee of 40 Chinook. 030 ooho. T01 ete«)h«i*d fry. l.tej et«*IH*e<(
yearling*. 030 cutthroat trovt. end 7 ohvn eal»m» fry «*j|eretl»c froei th» •!•
eaMpled ore«k» b»t«w«n )«t» Woroh end oarly July. B-alvonld pr<xl«rrtle« le
considered critically low In th«*e lo~vr trlbwtarlv*. Mo>t ewrv.y^d »tr»»»»
contained poor to Moderate epawalnff end re*rln« oeixJItlon*. ri Inai I
reooevendatJon 1* to awdlfy »l(T«tJo«i bejrrler* at eoy etreeej *>««th«. rr«>e««
objective* *>et.
Atnroovont hlatoryi Final report re«eive4 ON eeKed^le (f-»t).

ST40O See eoewente for project »O-t.«».

Project objwotlv.ii 0a« project OO-a.61.
findlnff«i Field Mirk complete. Report not

bletoryi final report tfvo »/0».

ohj»otlv«»i 1) to Juvvnll*

ret.

on tk»



P«K« Ho. 11
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XLANATX RIVER FISHERY RESTORATION PROGRAM
FEDERALLY FUNDED PROJECTS
FISCAL YBAR8 1980-03

PROJBCT COOPERATOR
NUMBER

California, n

SOBBASIN/PUN AREA

•nd ••tuary.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

fl»h itandlne crop
•nd outairraUon.

COST COMMEKT

2) to (1fi\*r»ln^ t l» l r>e of n«tur«l arwJ hi»Tch«try •«l»«»iM •l«r*l
to <J«t«n«In»i » l r« of Juv«nl)« •ftl-onldo u t l l l K l n f tb« »o»wr K)«»«1I« »
to d»tir"ln* r«latlv« nontrlbvJtlon of Iron Oat* and T r J n J t y »l»»r (U
ohlnook »tock». (Appl le t to LRP policy 4.3)
Finding*: Final report not r«c«|v»d. eann«t •»•*•• wh«th«r »bJ»rMv»«
b««n n«t.

hlatoryi flnul report due S/02.

3)
4|

•S FP- A USFVS Coa*tal
California PRO

•I FP- 4 U8PW8 Consul
California ntO

oa fp- a usnra eoa*tai
California FRO

03 FP- • USPWS Coaital
California FRO

Klcaath BMln

Middle KlaMth
•ubbMla

Low*r Klaaath aubbasln Statu* of lalnon «nd
•t««lh««d (took* of
Blu* Cr««k.

oo»po»ltlon/»oele
iinnlyele of Klaaath
fell Chinook.

Monitoring; of
yearling: ealaonld
outMler«tion «t Bl
Bar, aalnetea
Kloeteth Rlvar.

KlaMth Batln Ae«

OS FP- » USFW8 Coaatal
. •.: •• California FRO

FP- T U8PW8 Coaetal
OallfernU MO

•n*lyal» of Kl««»th
Rlv*r /all eMnook
run - 1002.

KlMtth Rlvtr Konltorlne of
Kln»nth River
y«nrline Juvenile
•alaonld
outnlgration.

Klamatk Klvtr foil oh 1 nook
•pawning t««apm«nt
•urvt/i

M80 Project objective: to <J«t»ro|n« •«« «»»«p«»>tlon of the l»*l «l»««»h «lv»r f»11
Chinook run. (Appl lea to LHP policy «.a)
Finding*! The J»01 Kl»-hth River f»ll cMnwnh run co««>»tT<J of i.a»« JecVe
<8.TV). 10.27* 3-y«mr-old» (91,1%), 1O.MA4 4-y«er-old« («O.l*). and «.O13 8-
• nd 0-year-old* (,V1*). Project objective »et . Agree««»t Kletery: ana lye I e
and report completed on eohedule, (a-V2).

tOOO Project objective* i fir* project ttl-fP-8.
Finding;* i Nona reported.
Agreeaent hlatoryi Final report 4«« 4»»l.

88730 Project objective*: S*e project BJ-fP-4. 6-yeer aeeeeea>ent of tMe ^reject
will be included In flnul report.
Finding*! No flnnl report received yet.
Agreement hlatory: Final report dve. 8-04.

7350 Project objective! to diteralne eee coetpoeltlon of the 1V«2 Kleveth «|v»r fell
ohlnook run. (Appliee to LRP policy 4.2)
Pindlnirai The 19*2 Kle«<th River fell Chinook run eon*|at«4 nf II.»«S Jeeke
(33.3X), 7,840 3-year-old* (It.rx), J7.70* 4-year-old. <48.8\) e»4 •*»
S-y««r-o]d* (Z.»»), Ho e-y*«r-old cMn««k were Identified fro. ih* iv*| ecale
ooMpotltion. Project objective »et.
Agreeaent Matoryi Analyel* and report coejpleted ea *cK«d«le <3-t3>.

0000 Projeot objective! See project 98-FP-4.
Finding*i None reported yet.
Acreeaent hletoryi Final report due 4-94.

Project objeotlvnei 1) to identify and fluentIfy potential and ectu el
habitat* for fall Chinook ealaon, a) to e»tl»*te the oueiber of fall oaI•«>«*<
op»wnen in the •mlntten Klaaeth River, ») to <Wterali»e preo«rtle«i *f
that cpnwn. (Appli«* to l*r policy 4.1 and 4.7),
Finding*!' None reported. Project to begin la fall 1W3.
Agreement hletoryi Final report dee «.««•». 5"-3/-



P«S» No,
OVSW/M

12

KIAMATH RIVER FISHERY RBSTORATION
FEDERALLY FUNDED PROJECTS

FISCAL YEARS 1080-03

PROGRAM

rir COOPERATOR 8UBBASIN/PLAN MBA PROJECT DESCRIPTION COST COMMENT

JTOMBtt

•• Subtotal ••
07472*

•• Categoryi Plan Reatoration
•• 6.11 California Dapt. of

Man and O«M

!••!• r,

Middle Klaaath
eubbaeln

•• s.ia California Dapt. of
and

Middle Kit
aubbaeln

•th

91 M- 4 California Dtpt, of
Men and OaM

Middle XlaMth
eubbaeln

Evaluate pr«»«olt
ohlnook relaaie at
Iron oat* Flan
Hfttohery. CWT
application.

pond
r««rln(r of fall
ohlnook, Bld-KlaMth
trlbutarlca, CWT
application.

adult
contribution of pond
r«ar»d aalnoa on

tributariaa.

6.1 BCICC Lover Klaaath aubbaaln YuroX Raaervntlon
!««• run tf\i
chlnook roaring pond
prograa, .'. ..«' . •

96600 Project obj*ctlv«u to datarejlne the contribution of oMnook e^lwm. r»l»a
aa pr«i»»olt« fro» Iron Oate Hatehary, to th» «e»an and rl"»r f l « n » r t » e ana"

a*cip«>nnta. (Appllaa to IMP policy B . A . I )

oodfld w lro tieitrd «nd ad-cllppad at IOH. Tag ratantlon

r«l««i«ad w i t h ovwr 3 .0OO.OOO untaegvd j>ra«»r>l ta (3* i9 / lb ) In *** « l a » « » h a i»»r
ot th« hatchery on 4 -J4 -BO. Project »bj«ctlv«»a »»t.
Aifreraent Metoryi Project eoeiplete. Annual report received 3-94) (<t«« I - 9 0 ) .
Final report due 0-04.

86400 Projaot objaotlvei to d«t»r»ln« the contribution of Iron Oat* f a l l cM*aa»i
aalnon, ralaaaod aa y»arltn(t« fro« ailddla Hle»«th K|v«r aubbaaln p«i«*a. ta tlM
oo*»n and ln-rlv*r f iaharlaa end to tna In-rlvar aaeapwvnt. <Af»pM»a ta t**
pollole. B . A . I . B . B . I )
Klndlnsr*! Th«f r n t l o of tftffffed and narkad flah/tot«l n«j»>>^r r«l*a*»d. by
location !• aa follow*: R»d Cap Crvoli — 91 .199/?0.1O« j Indian Cr»»»< --
33,337/74,4011 nluff Crmk -- S9 . «3T/T7. BOB i Orld-r Cr«*fc -- S> . 1«S/JT . T| t,
Elk Cr«»k — 37,340/30.)nA. Projnot objvotlva *«t for ivav. Ho annual raaort
reoelvad for 1991 brood year tatrelna; effort.
Agrr««nent Matory: Projtot complete. Annual report received 3-90 (rf«« 1-eO).
Annual report for 1991 brood year Me tfuv 1-03.
Afraevent •odlfi«d to extend olleetowe datee by two yeere te continue te«cl*«
effort. Final report due 0-04.

17600 PrOjffOt objectlv<ti go* project 60-0.13,
71ndinirai The ratio of tegetd and parked brood year (9 fiah/t<«t«i
reloaaed. by location le aa follovai Bluff Craak -- 3B.601/TS. UOt
Creak — 2«.033/50,8«4i Klk Creek — 87.<M9/30.080. Project objactlvaa a*t
(theae three ponda were the only onee operated In ]OOO).
Arre«»ent hletory: Annual report received 13-17-91 (d»a 0-30-91). Plaal reevrt
due 9-30-04.

lOMBt ProtfraH objective*! 1) to re«r and r«leaa« approximately 49.000 ri»«vrllnc
,,,,., (OO/lb) and «0.000 yaarllnv (JO/lb) late fell chlnoo* Into f(v» leear Rteestb

•, \, ., Rlv«r trltnitarlaa (Cnpp«ll. P««wan, Oa«r*r, H>Niter. and Ml|* Pralrla Cr»Hie).
8) to evaluate contribution
to flaherlea by oo<l«d wire tagging and ewrklftf ell fieh prior te releeee.
(Appllaa to LRP objactlva O.ft)
rindlne-i A total of 36.BOO yearling* end 36.7»O aubyvarllnre broo d y««
lata fall Chinook ware releaeod into eelaot tributaries. (A tetal ef l.eiO
BYB9 ooho yaarlinira ware alae releaaad Into Huntar (l.eOO) and Tare*
kCraaka.) Codad wire t*g(ln( equlpvant failure raaultad In

Ing taicad and Barked. Project objectlvee partially eat

..'1



Pot* No.
03/26/0)

IS

KLAXATH RIVER FISHERY RESTORATION PROGRAM
FEDERALLY FUNDED PROJECTS
FISCAL YEARS 1069-03

Tt PROJECT COOPBRATOR
NUMBER

8UBBASIK/PUN AREA PROJECT DESCRIPTION

en.

oa FR- 4 Orleana Rod and Oun Kiddle Klaaath
Club aubbaaln

08 FR- I Orleana Rod and Oun Middle Klaaath
Club aubbaatn

project on
Poiiroh Creek, nor
Orleana.

Upgrade? fl»h rearing
facility on Pearch
Creek, near Orlean*.

09 FR- 9 Orleana Rod and Oun Lower Klaaath aubbaaln Orlean* coanunlty
dub anadronoua flah

rearing.

COST COKMENT

weir trapped 17 lute fall Chinook, resulting tn • t««e of 3«.!t«>« gr»»n ****
No fl»h wurn trapped by the Indian Creek *«lr. w«ir oon«trucMo»«/ ln*teltel lo»
on other tributaries did not occur ae prop«*«d b»ca«»« or !•»• f<m<t\*t

notlflontjon.
AfreeBxnt hlntory: Draft coopemtlv* «sr««»*nt »»n\ to eooi*T«lor ll-»2.
Cooperator h»« not r«t<irn«d draft *»r»«»«nt for furtt>«r proc»»»i«c.
Atteaptlne to utlllx* aurplu» fonda fro« fYlOWa ejT*e»»nt biirfrM

1419 Projuot obj»otlv«i to r««r r«»eu«d •t«»lh»»d fro" tH« Xrott »<v»r ««b»m«»n. m
y«arlln« el** bafnrw return to the Boott Rlv«r for re»»«»». (A|i|i|i»* »o l.«r
objective B.S).
Flndingei No fleh reared In 1003 ••••on b*oauae few flak wore r»«r»»«l by

Affr«e»ent hlatoryi Deobllfated tO.M4.41 of FYlMt funda.

0900 Project objectivei to upgrade fieh rearing facllltle*. (Appllea to I.*P
objective 6.8)
rinding*! Roof conatructlon complete. Final report or invoice not
a-aa-oi.
Acrooaent hlatory: Agreement tervlnation date B-18-»S.

18474 Project objective: See project OJ-nt-4.
Finding*! None reported. Expe-ot fleh In eprlng 1093.
Agreeaent hlatoryi Agre«*«nt aifned S-19-03.

•« SubtOttl •*
10M1J9

•• Catteoryi Habitat Protection
•0 >,61 California Dept. of Bbott Rlvar •ubb*ain

Water Raaourcea

01 «1»- I Energy and Rotouroo
l-LiTl;'**' Advooato*

Lower and KlddU
Klaaath aubbaalna

FeaslblHty atudy
for «ug»entlng flow*
In the aialnatt*
Scott Rlvar.

penoto tenelntr and
OIS fenalblllty
analyil* fro« Salmon
Rive/r, dowtatroaai.

99000 Project objective*: 1) to Identify po«*lble iMtho<5* for lnerv«»t«f t\o~t In
the Soott Vn)l«y portion of the> Boott River fro* N»y throvglt OctoK»r, Z)
detaralna If a flrott River Inatran* flow rwtfe atudy la jvattfl^rt. (Aayllee to
LXP pollcle* 3.C. J. 3. P.I and ».7)
Flndlntai Several alternatlv** e.re eunre*t«d to e<i«»*nt etreeo flami la tfce
Scott Rlvor, but all a.r« axp*n«lv« or difficult t« Upl»»*nt. ««t*r
oonaervatlon. water tranafera, a«4 d«wlopewnt of waiter »tora«« fccllMtee ere
the three proposed alternative)*. An Inatreaw flow *t»4y la reei-amiii.
Project objuotlvee »*t.
Agr««*«nt hiatoryi Acre«««nt aodlflvd twloe to eiiteivd tKe tervltMt !••> 4a«e to

r allow ootiplotlon of final report. Final report received io-oi M». o-OO).
... Agreement cloeed.

,'. '
IMM Project objeotive*) 1) to provide a vleual Inar* of tlM

aubbaain u*lnj reeote **neimr/)aax>«at tNmatlo ••rt>er i
1000. 2) to ***roh for available oo«put»rii*d «M n
re*nuree Information that OCA a* a****t>le4 Inta a OIS ey«te«
policy 3.2)

PindincMi Or*ft roport Indloatwa that lond dlcturfcitnoe le •••-•••|v« In »V«
lower Klaaath •i.hhu.ln. prlaarlly aceocleted with tl*>b«r h«rv».» •«<( fere*t

l Klaootlk
fro*

itatvral
(Ay*>lle« to lt*>



P«g« No.
w/aem

JOANATX ATVER FISHERY RESTORATION PROGRAM
FEDERALLY FUNDED PROJECTS
FISCAL YEARS 1089-03

PROJECT COOPSRATOR
NUMBER

SUBBA9IN/PLAN AREA PROJECT DESCRIPTION

ei Ksu/ccrro Selaon River eubbeeln E«tJ»«te ep«wnln«r
and rearing habitat
for eprlnf Chinook.

•• *.4i Hoop* Valley Tribe Lower Xla»»th eubbaeln Ero.lon tit*
Inventory and
restoration plan
development for Pin*
Creek waterehed

COST COHXENT

f l r«a .
eroclon. Flnnl report not received yet. Par t ia l r \ j l f l l l » ^ n t of o b / » « t l v »
Agre*B«tnt hUtoryi Agr«»ent Modified, twlea to «xt»nd trr«lnat loo «»•»• In
order to co-plete the f inal report. *»p«rt er l f lnaMy du» B - 3 J - « J 5""'̂

10391 Projwot obj»otlv««i to provld* Information on •pawning «r»d r»»rln« h«blt«t
Ut i l l t« t lon «nrt h«bl t« t « v « l l » b J J l t y for w i l d »prln« cMnooh ••l«nn »f «N»
Silvan Rlvor . ( A p p l l « « to LKP polioy 4.9)
PJndln j« i 30 upr inr Chinook w»r» trappvd *nd r«dlo t«CV»d In •<M»»
73X of th*»« f l f h survived to »pnwn. 8p»»«>lne b"ff«ln »-J2-»O «n<1
10-18-00. T i»«u» •• ip»pln» <ntr« collected for f»r^t | r» « n » ) y « l « «t • l« t»r
(and I n c l u d e d Jn n < 1 l f f « r « n t p ro jec t ) . Rid^» »»*r« »«pp»d «n«l •on i i» r*<i .
proifny tfWd nt. «wl»-np bwtw^^n 8-9 «n<1 6 -7J -90 . J u v ^ n l l » r h l n o n k «r*r»
•onitored for hn t i j t s t proforsno** «n<l outa l^mnt tl«|ne. C»»pn»tJ '>n »nd
onu lynU of f l « » l d »1<it« l« onffolnj. F ln« l rtport not r»c«|v»d. Project
obj«otlv«« p u r t l n l l y B«t.
Affr«fl»»nt hlttory: Annual progrno* rvport* r«c»|v«d I2-9O «nd *-92 (<*»• 12
•nd U-91, r « * p * c t I v o l y ) . Plnal roport not r»c»lv«d y»t (du« I 1 - V 2 ) .

31*00 Proj«0t obj»otiv«»: )) to lnp)*m>nt P**»* I of th« rin« Cr»»V
restoration project. 2) to jdontlfr «nd »«p »ro»)on
»it»» In th» rino Cr»«k w,t»r«h«.d. (Appllv* to LJtr policy 9 . O )
Findtngvi S*l»ot*d »tr««» «h«nn»l», •lop** •ivd *v«r 1OO •>!)•• of
•bnndonod roortx In th* wi»t»r»h»d v»r* avprwd or lnr»ntor|»<l for
pot*ntl«l vroclon probl*i>» th*t thr««t«o to <!••««• r i » h » r l r » r»»o«rc»
<I«tab««« of 449 » I t ' » ira* d»v»)oj>»d w i t h «nrH »U« l< )»nMf l»«1 «~1 <f»
d«t*ll. Th» onop«*rntor d«v«lop*<J tr**tw>itt r«co»»"»rt«t ion» for l*o •
location* on nln« Inrj* tr*at»«nt «r»«». Tr««t>»nt of **••• or*** vv
at l«««t 48.0OO cubic y»rda of •«<>lB«nt frxw •«t«rln0 w»f»r e0vr«^« •
dallvor.d to Pin* Cr««k. Total oo«t ••tl»«t«d for tr»«t»tnt !• «»OO.
(4.«8/yd3). Project objcotjr* »«t.
Aaro«B«nt hlstoryi Afr««»«n« •o4ifl«4 t«lo« to
01-90-00 to 12-31-00. PiMl import r«e«|y^ $-»8-»i (•«• oi-9«-t«).

*nt clo»«d.

00 1.41 Hoop*

oa HP-

Trlb* tower KlMith •ubbeijn Pine Creek habitat
•viluaUon/laproveae
nt eeeeecBent.

i ' ''<'-.

Valley Tribe Lower Klenath cubbaaln 9«dl»nt Bontterlnc
on Pine Creek.

011M Project Objective*i )) to l*ple»Mtt PT>«»e II of the Pin* Creofc
rectoretlon project. ») to •••••• eu«Mr end winter heblt«t co«^ttloo« efwj
f leh •bundnnoe for *p«*mln8 mni r-»«rlnt etveln^wd end oKlnooh. 3) d« tent In*
potential oepnelty of the fine Cr»«k eyete*. 4) d*v»)op e l t * - » p » c i r i c
laprovevent pre«»orlptlone. (Appllee to IRP polley S.o)
FJndlncrei Final report not r*oelve4 yet. Cennot veter*1n« If prnjret

v' objeotlvee h*v« b«en »«t.
v Acrroevent hletoryi AirrmnMrnt Do41fl*4 fotnr tivee te »«t»r>d tho tvrvlMitlwt
date to allow for ormplctton of tKe f inal report. Ter Blnetlv* vete It-tl

Have not received final report, originally
due 9-01-01.

Project obj«otlv«,, 1) to lapl«**nt »»••• IV of tK» »|n« Cr
eetoretlon project, 2) to eveluete effeotlren««» of

<P



P»t» Ho.
oam/w

FY PROJECT COOPERATOR
NUMBER

KLAMATH RIVER FISHERY RESTORATION PROGRAM
FEDERALLY PUXD8D PROJECTS
FISCAL YEARS 1089-03

SU8BASIN/PLAH AREA PROJECT DESCRIPTION COOT COMMENT

•nrklng the full quantity *cop«d for. However. brood«tock e»rep»»»nt le
beyond th« control of the cooperator.
Acre«a*nt hlotory: Project couplet*, final report received nit erh edule
(2/91). Agr«e«»nt *•• eodlfled twice to revlee the bv«1ir«rt by »Mftlnf fwmJ*
to otner coat oategorle*. Overall budget we* not changed.

00 Pft-m HCIOC Kiddle Klaaath
aubbaaln

Middle Xl»»ath
ohinook roaring pond
operation.

•6000 Projoot objuotlvrm 1) to pond-r««r »ppr«>Klin»t»ly 13O.OOO brocxl y»
Ottt« Hntch»ry f » l l chJnooH to ytmrllng •)»• «nd r»)»«»» r« » l to !•»
Kln»»th Rlvor »uhh«»ln trlbut«rl««. 3) to tr«p »4ult» «r>«l r«»»r p
f « l l ohlnoota on Cn«p Cr»«k. »n<5 r*)*»« o n - » » t « . (*rpll»» to L"r
8.B)

!••» lr»«

01 PR- 1 HCIDC Lower Klaaath aubbaaln Vurok Reaervatlon
l«t« run fall
oh1 nook roaring pond
program.

c^ny of !•»•

CWT»Be«d): 30.650 y««rlln»» Jnto KIM Cr»»
Into Bluff Creek (80* CWToTOod) ; II.OIO y»«rUoB» Jnto C««p Cr»»»i (l«ft
• nxlllory clip). Total yvarlingr* r«l«o»«d • lao.lOB, ProJ»«t obj»<:llv« ••» .
AgroftBitnt M«toryi funding of thl» projoot wa« tah*« «v«r by IM inn*» p«rt
way through th« roaring ••aion. Projtet oovploto. Plnal rvport rtcolv«4 o*
•chodul*. 3-B-Ol

OOtK Project objective*: S«o project »O-8.1
Flndin(c«i Continuation of »nnu»l fleh rearing project.
Rel*n*«t of brood y«t»r 1000 fall cMnooki
4.703 •ubyearllnn* (no CWT) into Hunter CrveW; 8.740 yearling* (*ll OT«»f»d)
Into Hunter Crenki 12,300 ye«rllng» (all OTaeged) Into Optx-ll Creoh; J.OOO
•ubyearlinKii (all CWT*gg«d) and 0.143 yearling* (all CT*eg»d) Into Pecvan
Cretk. Tottl r« ]<•«««•: 29,11))
ynarling* and 7.702 »uby<»»rllnro . Project objective* partially »»t . Poor
e*onpe»ent resulted In low eju take.

hlatoryi Agr«*«»«t wa* a>odlfled one* to facilitate ch»«e«» l»
ttrateglet. Plnal report received 9-K-02 (due I-OI-BI).

eloaad.

< «1 Pit- « NCIDC t«M«r KUMth aubbailn Lute run fall
Chinook glllnot
capture on •ainatea
Klaaath.

•a n- » NCIDC Lottor Xlamath aubbaatn ?l»h reaoue and
rearlnu project on
lower Klaaath River
•nIn*tea.

•340* Project obj««t|v«n to trap •ufflolvnt »Y1»OO bro«<1*t»««i In Mvntor Cre«% **rt
the; nalnet** Kltdnth River to aupply enough eyeO »r«« t* <N» Vorok * elera(e4
rearing pond project to neat production (oale «f 10O.OOO riek <1«.OOt
yearling* »nd 40.000 flng«rlInr*). (Appllva to L*P objective 9 »)
Pindlngai Hunter Creek weir trapped • fall ehtitook. end awlnete* «U. ,t
capture oo»ponont oaufht and spawned 1> feajal* lato fail eMnoefc. To. • eyed
egja delivered to the prograi. waa »». MJ. Projoot object tvo partially *»t.
Low cioapcttent beyond control of ooooorator.
AfroMent hlatoryi Project ee*pl«tt. Plnal report r#*o|yod •« •«*•«•)•.
3-18-01, Agreeaent oioied,

400 Project Objective, to aurvoy lower Klaawtk Hlver aid* Bool* for >tr»niJr« flak.
tr.p and rear Chinook In Vwrok flak r»«rli%» f.ollltle*. (Appiir* to LHP oolley
8 . B , ft)
Finding*! Initial aurvey Indicated few fl*h were etranded. prnjer< we*



Pag* No. 14

XUMATM RIVER 7I8HERY RESTORATION PROGRAM
FEDERALLY PONDED PROJECTS

FISCAL YEARS 1980-03

FY PROJECT COOP8RATOR
NUMBER

oa n- 2 NCIDC

8UBBA8IN/PUH AREA PROJECT DESCRIPTION

lower Klaaeth aubbtaln Late run fall
Chinook glllnnt
capture on aalnatea
Kleanth.

COST COMMENT

dl•continued. Do need to continue, project objective net att^-r^d b»y«M»J
Initial eurv»y.
Agreement hletory: »2.350 fYlOOJ fund* were deobllgeted. Project rr»»l»»e.

1J1M Project objective*! I) See project Ol-rH-2. (project w i l l l«elw#» br«o4ete<»
capture effort* at the oouth of Cappell Creek).
Plndlneei One grille tmpped e,t Renter Cr««tk ">lr: « fe»el»e trapped e«vd
ip«wn«»d n*nr th« south of Cnmwll Cr««V. 18 f••»!•• tr«ipp*<t »m1 «p««>̂ S in tb«

ellln«t capture «ffort. Total groan «ifa delivered to \*t Yoroh
otorklnu procraa «»«a approx laately 73.030. Project obj»«tlvee

only partial)y wet b»cau9e of low «ac«p«»*nt.
Azr«e«n»nt hl»toryi $10,700 KYIOOJ fundo ohllitnted for project. To tal eoet of
project tJ3.*»4. Project complete. Plnil report received on «c
3-02-02.

ea nt- 6 KCIDC XJddle Klaaath
aubbaaln

Middle Kl««»th
Chinook rearing pond
operation.

101718 Project objective: See project OO-DJ-117.
Flndlnjii RoJeeeed «pproKl»«teJy 149. OOO
Airre«»«nt history: fln«l raport not r»o»lv<i<J
Cooporator Identified ourplua f«nd» total line
$32.037 for project. Agreaaint •odlfled to HtUli*
up. broodatook collect Ion. and vvrly rearlnc phaaea
trapplne/rearlnc aaaaon.

In OcJoh»r. »»tj.
(due 12-31-92).

eurplu* futMt* f»r etart
of 19O1/03

•a n- 9 NCIOC Lower Klaaath aubbviln Yurok R«a«rvntion
late run fall
Chinook raarinc pond

F*- • NCIDC lower KUMth tubb«iln Yurok
late run fall
oh1nook rearing
prograa.

09 m- • NCIDC Xlaaath Baa in Middle Klaoath
chtnook marine pond
and broodntook w«lr
conotruotlon/operat1

139080 Project objective*i See project VO-B.l.
Finding*! Continuation of annual fleh rearing project.
Approximately 3ft.TOO yenrllnga reeleaeed In OctoKt>r/Hov»eb^r l»wl.
Agreement hietoryi Plnal report not reoeived y«t (<tu« 12-91-ei).
Cooperetor Identified aurplue funda totalling »2O,7Bn for project. Me4lfled
agreement to utilise aurplue funda for broodetock collection end early
atart-up rearing phaeea for 1008/0$ fleh rearing eeeeen.

156110 Project Objective i ]) to trap and epown euffio|e*t late fell rt.n
Chinook to provide enough green egge to produce tO.OOO flngerllng a«4 TS.OOO
yearling ohlnook. 3) to reor Joven1 lea In lover glnwitn River trIVeterle* te
torget alia before releaee. (Appllee to LHP objective 9.R)
Plndingai Plrct interie, report for October end Kovevber 1992 fndlcateo S3
feaalee and 90 •*!•• captured In »*ln«»»» r>l)n«t capture prn)rt\ . Ne flelt
trapped in Hunter Creek. 31,741 green e (rr» on n«n<J by ll-31-»t. 2e e««lta
captured In ••ln»t»» near the eoutti of Cnppell -- not report 01 novfevre
epawned or egff* obtained. Trapping operation In P«««*n Cre*ta »•• ««e«cceeer«l

•' booauen of erratic flow*. Project oejeotlwee pert tally wet at tle» ef
reporting.
Agreement hietoryi Draft agraeeant eetit to oooperater 11/01. Neve wet
reoeived oo»e*nte oooperater en draft agreement.

•007*7 Project objeotlvei to trap advlte. epanii. re*,r mnA

I

fall Chinook In varloua alddle Rlee«th trlkvterlee.

Pindlngai Trapping welra were operated on Caap end Indian CeV-^^K**? Creek
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PROJECT COOPERATOR
KUMBBR

XLAKATM RIVER FISHERY RESTORATION PROGRAM
PHDKRALLY FUNDED PROJECTS
FISCAL YEARS 1080-03

SUflBASIH/PlAN AREA PROJECT DESCRIPTION COST COKHEtfT

for thre« con»«cutlv«

08 KP-18 Xaruk Trlbo of
California.

Malnata* KlaMth Rlvor w«t«r t«>»p«rnture
•onItorIng of tha
Klawnth River
•slnot«» at eeven
location*

OS KP-18 Karuk Trltw of
California.

Malnttta KlaMth RlV«r Vtetar ti»ap«r«ture
•onItorinn of the
Klaanth Rlvar
n/»ln»t«» at aavon
locatlone.

•0 «.71 fhaata Vallay "CD Shaata Rlvor aubbaaln Shaata. River
f}ah*rioa w»t«P
Duality pr«J«ot.

•»fi '4.14' llikiye« MOD Soett Rlvtr •vbbttln 8tdi»«nt budget for
th» Scott Rlvor,
Phaa* I. t

nt Ion »ffort» by
and *p«wnln

(Appll«r» to LRP policy 3.0)
?ln<Jlne«i C«nnnt ••»*«• wh«t>>«r proj«ot obj»etlv» h*a «xi«n
b»o»uo<» flrnt *nnu*l report not y«t r«c«Jv«rt (d\i« 2-19-es).
Agr««««nt hi»tory: No •odlflcttlon*. T*r»Jn.»t)on d*t« 3-3J-9S

24000 Project obJxctJvoni 1) to «B»p]« d«Uy •••eonul <I«l)y w«t^r »»»p*r»tur»
condition* throughout th» Kl«»ath RJv«r •«ln»tr«. a) to |PO!«I* rh«n»»« IB
•oin»twi» w<tt«r t»t»p<?r«turte by «tr»«» reach. 3) to d»t«r»lnt if •tre«»f)«w
froD Lout Rlvor, Krno and Iron 0«t« P«B« • tgnl f leant ]y «ff»ct «rat«r
teap«ratur«a In th« Klaxeth R|v«r, 4) incorporate data Into cl»«n w«t»r
o»«eB»B<«nt». (App)l*» to L*P policy 9.19)
Findlrnr*: Bqulp«*nt purohaae4, oonltorlnf elt«» identified, •oflltorlntf
In 1002 at I*M Pl'hl Palla. Project object »T»a partially e*t . Plrat
quarterly report recolved on aohedul*.
Project to bo completed by ••00.
Affr««**nt Mitoryi PV1903 propoeel funded wjth rY»«O» f«n«l» t«
alloM earlier atart of project. S24.QOO rii'lWZ fvnde, «bll«*r«<l.
Modified (istreaMnt to Inoreae* fumllnf by tit. 740 of PYI»«3 r»-»«1e te felly
fund project.

13740 •«• oo*»enta for project BJ-lfP-lS.

14470 Project objeotlvei to dotcrwin* which w«t«r quality perMMiter* of <K- «V«*te
River hove a negative l«poot •« an*4ra*ou* fleh pcpwletlone l» »Ke» >rete«.
(Appliee to LRP policy a.C.ft)
Finding*i W«t«r qimllty «nia exmltored durlnc 1090 «ivd the prl»«ry ll«MI»c
faotor for fiah •urvlvn) v*a vKeeeelv* w«ter te«p«r*t\ire IK the
Project objective tn\.

A«fre«»ent hlatoryi Plnal ra»ort r*««lv«4 •• eon«4e)e <S-)i-oi).
Oloeed.

•0000 Project objaotlvoet 1) to analyie w«tereh»d dynevle* efvd a>««reitf>* e«vre«a »f
granitic ••dl»ent production i» the •oett Nl««r •••\n, i) 4»i*rmt»+ rrawI tie
ae41«ent atorafe *nd trencpoft of Coott Rlv«r within Coott Valley. 91
determine lapeot of grranltlo »*4teient on ••)•<>« *K4 e*e«lne*4 apewwle* lai
Soott Klv«r and (elected tribwteriee. (Appliea to LKf polley 9.1)
Plndinfat Yield of ^ranitio »eOlB)*nte Into the »oett fflver ere eetle«t«4 at
71,000 tona/year. Total er««lon eatUated at S40.400 t««»/y»«ri vrlMry
aouroae art ro«d cute (<0t), atr«e«b«n»ie (t9\). roed fill. (ai\). elil« trelle
(13%). »nd the bnUnoe fro* road curfaoee. other ehwet «IM| r i l l *p0ele«. e»rf
Und.lM«», Vorlohle iBp«ot« of (wdlBjent on ••Iwmld hobltat ere rrp»rtr<« In
the lltnra ture. hut all indicate innreaeln* l«rMi«t »lth lnrr»«l«« rino*.
Subetrate Inforantlon fathered In thla report v l l l »revte> a food



Pace No.
03/ae/OS

KUXATH RIVER FISHERY RESTORATION PROGRAM
FEDERALLY PUVDgD PROJECTS

FISCAL YEARS 1989-93

PROJECT COOPBRATOR
NUMBER

00 4.8 Sliklyou RCO

8UBBASIN/PUN AREA PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Scott River *ubb«aln Soott River (ubbaain
•edl««nt atudy.
Phaae It

COST COKHENT

fro» which to aonltor change. Project objective* ••?!.
Agrevawnt hletoryi Agr*e*«nt budget awdlfled to r*rll*tr Ibut* fund* wltfcln

Iteae. Final report received 11-90 (dwe 1-00). A»r««»*nt clo*»<1.

S07e« Project objective*: 1) to l«pl«M»«nt Pha*e II of the Scott *\*fr e»<1l«.M»t
•tudy. 2) inventory eroalon elte* In French Creek («ho»m to b« eo«trlfc««l»«
• Ignlfloant. portion of grooltlo »»«ll»*«t
to Poott Rlv^r). (Appll«» to LKP {>ollcy 3.7)

Th<» coopnrntor ld«ntlfl»d 009 «ro«lon '•t«tlon«* In »>>» frme
Th«»«t »\ntloni> w«r« groupvd Into IdJ'r^Bch**" of wi>lel» 3* «^r»

idnntlflod d» priority r«»o>>«» for «ro»loo control •»«»»r»». Tr»»t»»«»t of
th«** priority »U«» would O0«t •"< »»t I»«t««i1 «4^*t,9J4. froj»r» «>«J»r»lv»»

Aer«ep«tnt hletoryi
a»onj *xlstlnK lino
to J-91. Fin*} report

t«)«»i onc« to r » i < l » t r Itwt*
«rvd one* t« «xt«nd th« tnr*ln«tlon d»t» fr«« l

12-01 (4«« d«t« l-tl). A
tf

01 KP-10 Sliklyou RCO Soott River Inventory riparian
cone of valley reach
of Soott River
•alneteaj.

7064 Project obj«otlvo«i I) to »urv»y «xlotlnct rlp«rl*n votwlltlon* In th» v*!)*y
roaoh of th» Roott Mlvnr. 3) ovrwy l»rv)own«>r* for »l 1 1 turn*** t» l»pr»»»
rlp«rlen condition*. (Appll»» to t*P policy 3 . 7 )
Flndlngai Approxl»»t«ly 3V, B all** of tn« Scott Hl"»r rlp*rlan cor rl*or
within th» Scott Vnl )«y wnr* «urv«y«4. 973 •!««• w»r« l<»*ntirim ••
lHprov«B«int . Prlvwry •otlon* r*<3omm*ixt*4 to • l l«vl«t« y
llv«*tock oKolu*lon fvnclnff. rlp«rl«n plcntlng, rlp-r«p
• tr««»b«nh» . Project obj«ot|v«. •>•(.
Aer»«">«nt hi*tory: A(r«oa>«nt *•• nodlflvd ono* to
•Xlotlng budget l ln« it«*i« and t* ontofxl tvraliMtlon ««t» fro. | I -OI - t l to
0-30-02 In ordor to oo«pl«t» ID* flncl report. riMl r«r*rt r»e*l*<>4 T-u-»a
(originally due ia -91) .

•0 >.41 U8F8 XUMth
: National Forv.it

MlddU Klaaath
•ubbatln

Hnbltat typ* and
standing crop
••Unat* on 129
•1)** of Hlddl*
Kltaath •tr«*ai.

ao 4. Klaaath B«*ln
Por«*t hohltat

enlitlng

70000 Projaot obj«otiv«*i i) to ac*oe* «rv*.ntlty ami <^i*jllty of
raaring and a-luit hol<1lnr nabttat 4vrSnc b«»» f low eo«dltlo<M for 1*8 •!!*• »f
atraaa (11 dlff«r*nt Mlddl* KlwMth *tr«*»«). •) to
datomln* habitat pr«f«r»n«o *urlnB tN« 1M» ami !••• f ield •-••o««.
(Appllo. to LRP pollolt* >.J. t.lt. 3.19)
Finding*i Coopardtor'c ourvvy or««« rvvluatvd ov«r f.4 • I l l l o n •» of
habitat during joM/ae f i e ld ••even. w*t*r q u a l i t y and o^ont i ty
rvaoh oritioal or I«thol l«vel« In fh«*t« and Kcott » lv«r«. Yr»W«.
8haokl«ford/Mlll «nd Indian Or«eV*. R«arln« Habitat g«tv.r«l)y J«cfe«<3 tores
woody debria. Spawning habitat not thought te b« l l *> l t ln« pr«««ctlon !• «Ke
•tuOy ar«a. »ooo»««n<1«tlon» l»ol»de rla«rl«n rw*e«tatl*n. rro«l<iln« lar«*
woody d*brl* atruoturaa. and •tre*^>eiili atabl I l*at Ion lit a«I»ct ar«a«.
Proj*ot objootlvva «»t.
A(rr««»ent hlatoryi A»;r««***it aiadirivd o*>«* te ••ter««
*>onth. Final report received T-Ol-eo (««• I-O1-»O).

Pro>ot obj«ot|v*»i to evaluate 1O dlffwrent habitat •odiriretloj
o d*t«ra|na which aoat effeatlvely reatored *al*onltf ap«ml<t



P.g* Vo.
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KLAXATH RIVER FISHERY RESTORATION PROGRAM
FEDERALLY FUNDED PROJECTS
FISCAL YEARS 1089-03

FY PROJECT .COOPERATOR
HUX8BX

•UBBA81N/PUM AftBA PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Improvement*.

COST COMMENT

00

• ',' • ' '

•IRP-'T

1.41 U8P8 KlaMth
National Foraat

U8PB KlMath '
Mation*1 Poreet

01 HP- 0 USP8 Xlaamth
national Foreat

Salmon paver eubbatln Habltut productivity
aurvey

•tlmon ftlver e»bba*l» Conduct watershed
improvement need*
Inventory (vim) en
South Pork Salmon
River.

Salmon River Subbaaln Analyse eedlment
delivery.

OS HP- t USF8 Xliwuth
National Fortat

Middle
eubbaein

Co«r*e Woody Dobrla
Survey of
Mld-KlMitth
trlbutarUt.

1.44 USPWS COM ttl
California FRO

KltMtli Mbbatln H«bU»t available
for Nil ohlnooh In
Blua Crtek.

condition*. (Appl !«•• to l*>* polloy 9. la. 9 .19)
Plndlnffoi Tho •n<tlfl«d l>ln«on M>tNo<l w«> u»«rt to o ) « « » l f y h
fron ln«tr«i«» hablt i t •odlfloatlon •truoturv*. C«hl««l cov.r
loiro w»r« Tourxl to b» th» »««t oo»t » f f l c l » n t h«btt»t »T«h«o
of tho«« «tudl*d. Bou)«1»r w«|r» ««>r» t^• •*••* »«(»«n»|yt> •«
• f f lo l«nt . Hllfh •t«olh««d •p«wn«r u»« •«»• •••ocl«t
wood and boujdwr/rootwiid »ro«p». Ov»rh«d oov«r »•
Japorfnt or l tor lon for Juv»Ml» »»J»o«»Jd »•• wh«n
rvitrina habltut typi». Project obj»ctlv«» »«t .
A«r**Mnt hUtoryi Agr*««*nt •odlflod one* to »Mt««
•onth. Final r»p«rl rtotlved 7-17-00 (du» I-01-00)

••<• It I
<«l»«»r

w i t h b««l<»»r
» J » o founil to
aced l« M»t»ly

t»r« of
Afr«»««»»t <)•••'.

48247 8*« oo»»«nt« for project ««-a.41.(JS*
Continuation of effort.. Pr^l nrP"T

/
. (Dv<

Subtotal •*

•• Category Habitat Restoration
•9 4.15 City of Yroka Shaata River aubbaaln Control b«nk erosion

in Yrokn Cr»ek. •
t r ibu tary to the
•hist*. R i v e r .

1MOO Project objective; to survey the upper fouth fork Salao* »lv»r end tfevetee; e
Wntershrd Iaprove»ent Need* Inventory. (Appll»e to L*P policy J.e)
Findings! The inventory revealed Its riparian Miles alone a*.r»ae> cowree* Im
the watershed. Of the 93 mile* of perennial etream reerhr* M-ntlMed. to
• lie* were determined to be In excellent condition. 0e s>l lee ~fr>o4~ . to ejllee
"fair". *nd 3 ml Ins "poor," Meny reoeswendat lone are me.de to Improve
condition* at various site*. Project objective mot.
Agreement history t Pln*l egreeasent received l-fta (dwe •-»!).

9S100 Project objective: to develop * preliminary sediment bwdcet for the tele**
River subbisln. (Applies to LAP policy t.t)
Finding*i Final report not received yet. Hot able to a***ee tSe etwdy.
Project objective not met.
A«reement Metoryi Final report due 0-01.

4800 Projeot objective) to aurvoy woody debrl* In W. Fk. Cl*»r. uppr Clear.
Rainy Valley, upper Elk. and upper Dillon Creeke. (Applies to L*P policy J.IJ)
Flndlnesi Project not *ohedule4 for Implementation until *v
Agreement hletoryi Inter«ire«oy m(r*>e«ent not flmellKed yet.
information form oooperator of a klftier ranklm*; pr«je«t. rimel *edtm win
Impact thla inter*(ency acrt**j»nt

0 8ee comment* for project 00-t.M

SlMftS

10000 Projeot object!vet to control atr+eaewnh eroeiew o« Yrek* Cr«*li (Aee>llee to
LRP policy 9.8)
rinding* i 000 feet of etreenbenk were protected by «ee of v l l l n v emt b*fiei

1 l «« t lon etriinturoe end wi th w i l l o w pientlnv*. Krn« Inn e l fn l f !«••«» ly
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XLAMATH RIVER FISHERY RESTORATION PKOORAM
FEDERALLY FUNDED PROJECTS
FISCAL YEARS 1089-83

Tt PROJECT COOP8RATOR
WXBER

09 HR-M Or««t Northern
Corporation

•3 XR-94 Oreat northern
Corporation

91/BBAS IN/PLAN AREA PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Shaata River eubbe-eln

8haeta River aubbaaln

Parker rlp*rian
fence construction.

Volunteer eupport
package.

COST COXXSNT

reduced, exposing grnvele for et%»lh«»«d epvvnlne. Project ohj»c»l»»« •»
Afrreenent h/etoryi fine! report received eh*ed of echedale. 9 »o. «

eloeed.

41454 Project object Iv«: to promote recovery of th« rlp«rl«n e«rrl4or •!•»<»» the
Shuato RJv»r by In s t a l l Inn •pprmtlvetely 7.9OO f»»t of
8-«tr»nd borbftd wlr« cuttle eicolu»ion f»«clnf. (Applle* te L«' policy S.«)
flndlneii None. Project not lBp)*Mnt*4 yet.
Agreement hlitory: Project to be completed by S-»4.

0 Projoot obj»otlv«: to provide »«t»rl»J end >i«*»d tool* for »•• by »ol»«t»«r
jfpouj^» Involved with r l p x r l e n fenolng/plcnt Inf project* In th« S*««t« v«l|»y.
(AppHo« to LAP policy 3.0)
Flndlneoi Kone reported. Tool* end equipment not pvrchceed y»t . Project
objective not not.
Agreement hlitory: Funded with FYlWl fetvde. ••«nd«d FTf»l etT*»»>ent with Orr*
Northern Corporation to feellltete thie efrev»*nt.

01 xil-65 Hoop* V«n«y Tribe lover KlaMth tttbbMln Control or prevent
•roilon of eedlejent
into Pine Creek.

oa m-24 NCXOC Lower KlaMth eubbaeln Migration barrier
removal on Tarup
Creek.

01 XR-17 8hMt» KCO Shut* River «utrb«iin Eaiton bank
protection and
riparian fencing.

im-112 vsra
Rational Poreet^JJaMoni

8aJejon River eubbeeln Provide native
plant* to reseed
rlpnrlan tonft in
portion* of N end 8

•1*11 Project object Jv«" i I) to iBpleoont PTi«t» III of the Pin* Cr.-d
waterehnd rotorot Ion project, 2) to reduce erotlon end eedlewnt rl»l< In M*«
Creek. (Appllee to LRP policy 3.9)
Finding: WorK In proffreo*. Cennot »»e»e* whether project object I vee K«w
brtn Bet, no fjnnl rrport r»eelv«d.
Aer«e««nt hletoryi Aere»»ent «KMjin«d twiow; once to »«t»nd th^ «» r»tr>i«tlnn
date fro* 01-02 to 00-92, end once to exxdlfy (he fejd(«t to vllow p̂ y**"' r"r
consultant/contractor eiipeneee. rinel report f»ot received (<»•«• O-»-30-e»)

10102 Project object Ivan i 1) to l»prov» e/dult «oc«ee »r »«uth of Tervp Creek. I) «e
evaluate effect I vanoie of pPOjoot. (Applleo to LAP policy 3.10)
rindlnffei Kone reported. Project to be Implemented In evM*r. 19O 3.
Rlp«rion roetoretlon plan retired, purvnont to V.9. Ar«y Cerpe ef di»e«»»»re
Permit, prior to lapleieentatlo* ef project. Project
objeotlvee not »ot yet. ,
Affre«»ent hletoryi ArreetMmt B»«31fJ»d o«>oe to extend •Ileetvn* detee by It
•ontht. Notified oooperator th«t ri perl en restoration plan I* r»7«ired.

71B1 Projoot objective: to leprore rtperlan conditions along the Sheet* Klver by
oonstruotlni cuttle exclusion fence elonjr eppro«l*stely 1,280 I Meet feel ef
stren«b«nk. (Applies to UtP pol ley 9.10)
Flndlnirsi Project not l»ple*»«nte<1 y-*t . Project objective not s>»t yet.
AffT*e«ent hletoryi Aereee>ent swdlflee) to allow D-etr«nd bvrbexi wire fmetr^
Datcrlala and to utlllxe willow a>*ta for bank etebl I l«et Ion. end te eite*4
project Initiation d«.te. Projeot scheduled for o«-pi»tlon 8-03.

JtOST Project objective i to col loot »at I we se»d« mlottg the Bejewn Hlver
corridor, oeralnate In noreery and previtf* tor plu • ,K« (wntfer

ka|tree»ent ) . (Appl lee to WP policy S.». 9.13)
finding. i Project field work complete, but final report not
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Fork*. Project objective not »»t, no ••••••••nt po»«lbl«.
Agreement Matoryi Plnal report originally ou« 9-93.

oa USP8 Klatath
National Foroet

•alaon River eubbaeln Native aeed
collection - Salaon
River Drainage.

4544 Project objective: to oolloot witlv* rlp«r)«n v«ir»t«t»on •••o« for
e».r»ln«tjon »nd growth to ••^lin««. (AppH«« to LKP policy S.IS)
Plndlne»t Non« reported. ProJ«ot to b« |apl*««nt*d In 1993. n» •••••
project objective*.
Affr«t»ent hl«toryi Int«r«r*itey
fro* other oooptrator,

»««

•• Subtottl ••

•• Categoryi ProffM Ad«lni«tr»tlon
•0 0.1 U8FW8 Kl«»»th B«»ln Regional Office

Overheed.

140151

50000 Project objective] To «d»lnlet«r the K)e*eth River FUNery «««tor«tlo« Pro«r«
•nd partiolpnte on two F«<J»r«l •dvleory ooe«ltt»«ei tfc« Kle««tK N|v«r •*•!•
Fleherie* Te«k Force end the KleMth
Flthery MannEcaent Council,
Flndlnget Project objective Mt.

00 O.I U8FN8 Kleaeth Bee In

•0 0.1 usrm KlMtth River Kltatth B«*ln
FRO

•0 0.1 USFN* KUMth River Kleacth Beeln
FRO

•1 PA- 9 USFWS Xlwtth River XltMth Bttln
• ••' •'•• wo

•1 PA- 4 US7W KlMeth River Klaatth B«eln
FRO

01 PA- 4 USfWt Kl«»«th River KU»«th Mela
FRO

09 PA- 1 USPWS Xla*ath River Klenath Banln

Reelonal Office
Overheed

Opemte X)»«»th
River Fithery
Reeouroe Office.

Operate
River Fishery
Reeource Office

Operation of KlaMth
Flihery Reiouroe
Office.

USPWS Reelonol
Office overhead. '

contract*
•nd cooperative
«cro«»ent» to

rvotoratlon

A<1io|nl*ter contract*

99000 Project objeetlvei Sf« ppanent for pr*J««t tV-O.t.
PlndinE*! Project objective Mt.

1«*T«0 Project objeottv*»i 1) to provide «d»lnletret«ve eupport for th» Kle*etK
River Plahery Reetoretlon Proera*. a) to provide publlo Inroraetlen eervleee.
3) to provide technical eupport and evaluation of the Reetoretloa Pr«fre«.
(Applle* to LRP objective 7)
Finding*! Project objective Ml.

840817 So* ooMente for project 10-0.1.

868000 •»• ooa»e»t for project •t-O.l.

•0000 So* ooawont for projeet 80-O.S.
1 , '

148000 •«• ooe»ent for project 00-0.1.

140800 See conent for project 00-0.1.
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•nd cooperative
«lfr<»*»*nti to
J«ple»*nt
restoration program

•• Subtotal •• 1180077

•• Category) Program Coordination
02 PA- e Oraa.t Northern

Corporation
Shasta River aubbasln Shaata Xlv*r CRXP

field Projecte
Coordinator.

9) PC- 5 Or«nt Northern
Corporation

03 PC- A Klanath Vor«*t
Alllano* - 8RCC

Shasta River aubbatin

Salaon River eubbaaln

Shnata River CRNP
Field Projects
Coordinator.

Develop and
inpleaent Salnon
River Conunity
Reiteration Proem*.

02 PA- 8 Shaeta Valley RCD Shasta River aubbaain Operating •xp«n»«a
for Shaata Valley
CRMP to coordinate
reetoration work.

M79I Projaot objnotlveti to provl<l« fumJa for project coordinator for l«ple^nt lr.«
hdbJtot rottomtlon »«rk In t>>« Bh»«t« v » ) l » > y (Tor tho sh««t« v « l l » y CP«^I ««
r/1002 and FY1003. (AppJle« to LRr pollcl . . 3.1 «n<j J . « )
Plndlnirs: R lpnr l en nr<?«« of th» {iNeeta •\irv«y«<J. J«n<1own»r» e"nt«c«»"1.
ro«ultlne In about * dorrn rtperlun r«*tomtlon pr«>J»rt prop<»p»t» h»ln»
d»velop«rt by the coop«r»tor or local con»<»rvatlon group (Or«»t Horth»rn
Corporotlon), and funded by CD7G or by usrws. Project object lv»>» p « r t l « l l y
»et for PYIO02. I»pl«»«ntina fYlW>5 project now.
Agreement history: Afisxrirant »o<llfl»d to fund th» rvi»O3 project ( M » » t l e » ) te
PY100} project) with PY1008 funde. Plnal report »ot received, (due I -H-e j ) .

0 Sea ooaaent for project 02-PA-6.

9873 Project objuotlvei Develop Ha)w>n Hlr«r Co»»>mlty Co^p-r^t1v« •••oure*
Kectoratlon Progr«« rixn/e and t*plmM>nt «hnrt t*r* rvctomtlnn »»«»ur»» by
training voluntvera to do reetoration vork In the Beleon Mlvnr e«h K*el«.
Keeta LRP policy 3.1. (-...eollolt the
support of oltl«*n»... Mold tr*i«lng eevelone on r»»tor»tlon »»r»>nlqwr».
Hnoour«c« the foroetlon of looal rvetoratlen vrottpe to *e««pt* enk-beefne e
b«ooii« advocatea for f Icheriee. . , *)

None rep0rt»<t y«t.
hl*toryt T«»K» |d*ntlfl*<] In «fT-»»»r>t w*r« *>v»Vrv«y In • 1l»»ly

•anner. Looal coordinator wartce veil with loeal a*«ple. *r»"er efMt irlk«l
expert l*o provide* technical ••ppert. I»eeJ)ent
ooctibenef It.

>090 ProJ*Ot objeotlv«t to provld* fundlnf for ad*1nl*trat |v» ectlvm** ef »K«
Shaita Valley CAMP. (Appllea to LKP policy 3.3 «n<1 3. «).
rindinrvi Money bwlnr «»»d for poetaow and office euppll*e.
Agraaeient bletoryi Modified atreeaent te eitend tervlnetlen date
froai 19-81-02 to X-31-09.

93 PC- 1 Slakiyou RCO Scott Rlvar aubbaain Scott Valley
Coordinated Reeouroe
Mantreaent Plan.

841*4 Project objiotlvrm I) to foeter tf»ve]op»*nt ef, and (•pl»«wnt»t l«« »f.
waterehod r«*tor«tton and education proj*ete. a) to support th» «r«»t »!»•-;
W»t»rahert CRMT prooee* by providing fwtdln* fer et%ffln« and e<t*l«l«tr»« Iv*
n««d«. (Appl l*> to t«P pollolee » .T . T . e )
Mndlngvi frorriut ••n«r»p Mr*4 to pub) loll* CIWP *ot Ivl t I*»
|f alnutea, adainleter proira*. Nanater ha* developed a (K>*
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03 PA- 1 Technical Work Group Klaaath 8a*ln

•I PA- 4 USFW8 KlaMth Rlvar Xlaaath Baain
FRO '

KLAMATH RIVER FISHERY RESTORATION PROGRAM
FEDERALLY FUNDED PROJECTS
FISCAL YEARS 1989-03

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Three year action
plan

Lonittloni support
for advisory
committees, coord,
of restoration
actlvltlea.

COST COMMENT

for the Project* Coordinator position. M i l l hire coon.
Agreement hletory: Agreement elfned 3-93.

0 Proltrct objective: to develop • 9-year action pl*n. (Applle* to l*r policy
7.10)
Finding*: No nctlvlty.
Ajr»«»ent hlttory: No fund* u»ed. fYI«»2 fund* w»re never oMl««t»<1.

160000 Project objective: to provide U.gl»tlo»l support for t«*o »ilvl»«ry
00««ltte««i thn Kln»»th River 8«»ln fl»h«»rle» T««W Force «n<5 th» Kl«»«tf>
Ft»h*iry MBn«ir»'»»nt Cn»ncl). (Applle* to L*P objective 7)
Finding*: Include p««r«onn«l end tr*v«l coete for eteff. end « r < » v » l <ceet» r»r
• ffenoy «dvl»ory coneKtee aeabere, end logletleel eoet* for eflvlenry eoewlttee
•eetlngi. Project objective* *«t.

PC- • USFN8 KlMtth River KU««th B««ln
PRO

03 PC- a US7N8 Kl«««th River Kl«»«th 8«»ln
PRO

•• Subtotal ••

•• C«t«foryi
•0 1.1

Plnnninc
AetooUte* KU««th B«iln

•0 1.1 Xl«r A*tooUt«« KltMth

support
for ndviiory
ooanitteei, coord.
of restoration
•otlvltlee.

Teohn ion) /operation*
1 support for

re*tor*tlon
planning.

Develop lone r«ng*
plan and
environmental
a**«**B*nt.

Anend lone
plan to include
Upper Kla««th
•ubbaaln la*u«*.

872300 See co»»ent* for project Ol-PA-4.

14000 Project objective: to provide additional fundlnc to support for
vitterched-bnied planning effort*.
Finding*i Funding not utlllied. to data.

•41100

1401B6 Project objective] to develop a lonf rant* plan for th« Kle«>ath diver Mel*
Plenary Restoration Protrraa,
PlndinpM Project objective *>et.
Contract hi*toryi Long ranf* plan co*>plet*d and dl*trlb«t»<l I »i
Contract olo»*d.

•014* Project objeotlVKi to develop • draft plnnnlnc docw»«nt tSnt loclwrte,
dl*ou**lon of la*uo* aixt pollele* pert I Kent to the upper Klaveth diver »*elit.
(Applle* to LRP policy 7.4)
rlndinff*! Soopina effort r«v*a)«d the fwcd to *ddr*«e weter e^mllty *M
cpjantlty ia*ue* In the upper b«« In, that Influence the reeteretle* ef
anadroMou* fl*h population*. Project objective *«t.
Contract hiatoryi Contract cl«**d.

•• Subtot*!
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' N

DRAFT

RESULTS OF A REVIEW OF SALMON AND STEELHEAD
HATCHERY PRODUCTION IN THE KLAMATH RIVER SYSTEM

Background and Process

During the summer of 1992, the chairpersons of the Klamath River
Basin Fisheries Task Force, the Klamath Fisheries Management
Council, and the Trinity River Basin Fish and Wildlife Task
Force, collectively known as the "Three Chairs", requested a
review of California salmon and steelhead hatchery production in
the Klamath River system. The requests resulted from concerns
over issues related to hatchery production that were expressed by
committee members and other interested parties. Two major
concerns were expressed:

1. Potential competition between hatchery and naturally
produced juvenile fish for limited rearing habitat in the
river system may depress the survival of naturally produced
salmon or steelhead;

Genetic variability throughout the system may be decreasing
because of the perceived overwhelming influence of a large
population of hatchery fish that could have significantly
less genetic variability than the naturally reproducing
stocks.

In light of these concerns, the Three Chairs requested a review
of production at Iron Gate and Trinity River hatcheries, which
are operated by the Department of Fish and Game (Department), and
appointed representatives from each of the three advisory groups
as participants on a hatchery production Review Team. Appointed
advisory group team members included representatives from the
United States Fish and Wildlife Service, the United States Bureau
of Reclamation, Humboldt State University, the Hoopa Valley
Tribal Council, California's commercial salmon fishing industry,
and the Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife. A complete
listing of participants appears as an appendix to this report.
The Department responded positively to the request for a review
of hatchery production, establishing the Review Team as a forum
for potential development of new ideas useful in the periodic
review and revision of the operating goals and constraints for
its salmon and steelhead hatcheries in the Klamath/Trinity
system. The Department review had commenced approximately one
year earlier, but it was essentially restarted with the advent of
the Review Team.
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The team first convened in November, 1992, in Redding. At that
meeting, all of the major concerns and corollaries of these
concerns were discussed in a general manner. The advisory nature
of the Review Team was highlighted amidst the legal mandates and
policies under which the Department must operate its anadromous
hatcheries. The meeting adjourned following a call by the
Department for participants to provide specific written comments
on hatchery production issues by December 10. The group agreed
to meet again in January, 1993 to allow the Department to respond
to any comments it had received.

The second meeting was held on January 13, 1993, also in Redding.
Where possible, the Department provided written responses to
comments received by the due date, and the group discussed the
responses. In addition, several specific findings were made
regarding hatchery production in the Klamath and Trinity basins.
The Department stated that it would prepare a progress report
that detailed the findings of the Review Team at the March, 1993
meeting of the Klamath River Basin Fisheries Task Force. A final
report was to have been presented by the Department at the May,
1993 meeting of the Klamath River Basin Fisheries Task Force.
The report presentation sequence was subsequently changed to the
March, 1993 meeting of the Task force and the next Three Chairs
meeting, respectively, for the two reports.

Production Goals and Constraints

Production at each of California's salmon and steelhead
hatcheries is governed by a formal set of written production
goals and constraints for that hatchery. These documents state
the target number of eggs that is to be taken for each species
and stock reared at the hatchery, how many fish are to be reared,
and sizes, times, and locations of release. The documents
further provide that eggs will be taken throughout spawning runs
and that any excess early eggs taken will be destroyed or used
for other programs. Exceptions to the stated criteria require
the written approval of the appropriate Regional Manager and the
Chief of Inland Fisheries Division. Copies of the current
documents for Iron Gate and Trinity River hatcheries are appended
to this report.

California adopted the working policy of having a set of formal
production goals and constraints for its salmon and steelhead
hatcheries to ensure that these hatcheries produce fish in
numbers sufficient to meet mitigation goals and make the best use
of hatchery space without adversely affecting salmon and
steelhead spawning naturally in the remaining habitat. These
criteria minimize the potential for significantly lessened
genetic variability in hatchery products, when compared to
naturally spawned stocks, and reduce the likelihood for in-
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hatchery genetic mixing of unique, naturally spawning stocks.
Release sizes and timing take into account the best information
available on survival to adulthood and interactions that may
occur between hatchery fish and their naturally spawned,
counterparts.

Salmon and steelhead hatchery goals and constraints are reviewed
periodically and revised as new information becomes available or
as conditions in the environment change. Revisions take into
account the knowledge and suggestions of hatchery managers and
inland and ocean fishery managers. They also are strongly
influenced by the Department's obligations to meet mitigation
goals and to provide fishing opportunities to sport and
commercial fishers. Proposed changes to production goals and
constraints are adopted following thorough review and written
approval by the appropriate Regional Manager and the Chief of
Inland Fisheries Division. California began its most current
updating of production goals and constraints for its salmon and
steelhead hatcheries approximately one year ago, making the
current review timely.

Specific Issues Raised by the Review Team

This section deals with specific issues that were discussed by
team members during the review. Although the subjects generally
fell into the two broader categories listed in the Introduction,
the intent here is to summarize the points that were brought up
by team members.

Competition Between Hatchery and Naturally Spawned Fish

Discussion on this subject centered primarily on the time, hence
size, at which fish are released. Some team members strongly
supported confining hatchery releases of chinook salmon to the
fall, as yearlings, in both the Klaraath and Trinity rivers. They
suggested this approach because of the belief that yearling
hatchery fish, unlike advanced finger lings, move, downstream
relatively quickly and are less likely to residualize and compete
for food and cover with naturally spawned fish rearing in the
river. Further, they contended that they believed that the
majority of naturally spawned fish have migrated from the river
system by fall.

Another argument offered by some team members in support of
yearling releases was their contention that some fish released
from the hatchery in the spring as smolts may remain in the
estuary longer than fish released as yearlings. They felt that
during the period of estuarine residency, these fish become
susceptible to mortality factors related to competition for food
and space in suitable habitat. Their feeling was that yearling
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releases resulted in hatchery fish reaching the estuary
coincident with their natural time of movement into the ocean,
thus avoiding the period of residualization.

Production of coho salmon at Trinity River Hatchery was
questioned by some team members. These members wondered why
there was mitigation for a species that they thought may not have
occurred historically in areas upstream from the site of Trinity
Dam. They felt that production of this species resulted in
needless competition with fish that were naturally produced
farther down stream. Some also suggested that if coho were not
reared, more space would be available at the hatchery for rearing
additional Chinook yearlings.

The team agreed that mitigation for steelhead was not achieving
its goals in the Trinity River. The group did not, however,
conclude that hatchery production was the reason for this.
Rather, they agreed that a basin-wide investigation, geared to
determining specific actions needed for increasing steelhead
numbers, should be implemented by the Department. The study
would include consideration of hatchery production, as well as
habitat factors potentially in need of modification in restoring
Trinity River steelhead.

For all species, the team expressed concern over disposition of
excess eggs by hatcheries. Excess egg take occurs because the
exact magnitude and duration of a spawning run and the conversion
from egg to fry in a hatchery are difficult to predict each year.
Therefore, a disproportionate number of eggs may be taken earlier
in the season to insure against a shortfall in the total egg
take, if the run proves to be smaller than expected. Further, a
total surplus of eggs is taken in case the hatchery experiences
catastrophic egg or fry mortality. The team members were
concerned regarding the disposition of excess eggs. They
considered the offspring from them as potential competitors for
food and cover with naturally spawned fish. They were also
concerned with genetic considerations (addressed- in the next
section of this report).

Team members were also concerned over the disposition of "grade-
outs". After eggs are hatched and the juveniles are moved to
outside raceways, they are periodically graded for size and
thinned as necessary to maintain optimum numbers of fish for the
hatchery's capacity. The number of fish during a season that is
thinned, the "grade-outs", can be significant. Review Team
members expressed concern that releasing these fish into the
river causes unnecessary competition with naturally spawned fish,
and possible reduction in genetic variability of the stocks.
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Genetic Effects of Hatchery Production

This subject received less direct discussion than the subject of
competition, although it was recognized by the team that all of
the items discussed under competition also had implications for
the genetic makeup of salmon and steelbead stocks in the Klamath
and Trinity systems. For example, some team members believed
that failure to destroy or otherwise prevent entry into
anadromous waters of the offspring from excess eggs taken during
any part of a spawning run may result in production of a hatchery
product that mirrors natural genetic variability less than it
could. Likewise, they believed that releasing hatchery fish at
times when they are likely to compete with naturally spawned fish
for limited available habitat also can decrease overall genetic
variability of the stocks, if the hatchery stock lacks the
genetic variability of natural spawners, and if the hatchery
offspring are successful and displace their naturally spawned
counterparts.

The team members made it known that they believed rearing
enhancement fish was inappropriate at either of the hatcheries,
since they believed hatchery production should be limited to
replacing natural production from habitat now lost because of
dams. They considered rearing more than the number of fish
called for under mitigation agreements a practice that had the
potential to lessen the genetic variability of salmon and
steelhead populations in the river system, because they believed
that hatchery products would genetically overwhelm natural
spawners. They also were concerned over potential increases in
competition for habitat between hatchery and naturally produced
fish.

The question of why coho rearing was part of the Trinity River
mitigation agreement was asked in the contexts of both genetics
and competition. Some of the team members felt that coho should
not be reared unless it could be demonstrated that they had
occurred above the dam site prior to const ruction, since, if not,
rearing them was an enhancement activity and had the potential to
decrease the genetic variability of naturally spawning coho in
the Trinity River.

Another question raised by the team from the perspective of
genetic influences caused by hatcheries was why the mitigation
agreement governing Trinity River Hatchery operations called for
production at a level to result in 9/000 chinook adults returning
to the hatchery each year. It was suggested that this number was
unrealistically high, given that it took into account not only
the actual number of actual spawners that occurred upstream from
the dam site, but added to this figure expected losses that,
prior to dam construction, had been caused by sport fishing.
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Since sport fishing ceased following dam construction, the
contention was that the number of adults returning to the
hatchery called for in the agreement should be lowered. The
feeling was that these "extra" spawners, which they assumed were
of hatchery origin, would spawn naturally, reducing the overall
genetic variability of Trinity River chinook salmon.

A final concern expressed by the team was over potential mixing
of spring-run and fall-run chinook at Trinity River Hatchery.
There was fear that this practice could cause the two stocks to
lose their unique genetic characteristics.

Other Subjects Raised and Discussed

The team briefly discussed interim cooperative rearing projects.
These projects were intended to be temporary and to provide a
means for accelerating restocking of streams that had benefitted
from habitat restoration work. Following reestablishment of
naturally reproducing stocks, the interim projects would have
terminated. Most of these projects had been located in the
Klamath River system, although the Hoopa Valley Tribal Council
has operated a project on the Trinity River for several years.
The Department explained that a 50 percent decrease in funds had
curtailed most of the programs on the Klamath system, and that
rearing efforts outside the hatchery in that system are now
confined to the Fall Creek facility on the upper river.
Reference was made to interest by the United States Forest
Service in pursuing the Hoopa Valley Tribal Council's interim
rearing program as a means for restoring naturally reproducing
populations in the Trinity River.

Although the team's purpose was to discuss hatchery production,
other subjects, more related to hatchery operations, arose and
were discussed. In that operations can affect production, some
of the discussion items are briefly presented here for
information.

Stocking density of fish in hatchery raceways was discussed.
Some team members suggested that the facilities are not used
optimally and that fish could be stocked less densely in the
hatcheries. The Department responded that unused hatchery space
is more a reflection of depressed runs than of lack of
efficiency, but was open to considering any new information that
was available pertinent to in-hatchery stocking rates.

Water quality and availability were discussed for each of the
hatcheries in terms of how they affected hatchery production.
Recent modernization at Trinity River Hatchery and plumbing
modifications at the Lewiston Reservoir outlet appear to have
solved many of the water quality and quantity problems at Trinity
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River Hatchery. Iron Gate Hatchery experiences a chronic problem
with solids in its water supplies. These solids settle in
incubator trays and may lead to egg losses caused by fungus.
Tests at the hatchery have indicated a IS percent increase in egg
survival in incubators supplied with filtered water. Pacific
Power and Light Company is working with us to determine if the
problem can best be solved with installation of a filtration
system or through installation of equipment for pumping ground
water through the incubators. Additionally, water availability
and raceway fish holding capacity presently constrain expansion
of the yearling chinook salmon rearing program at Iron Gate
Hatchery.

Disease and survival of fish in the hatcheries were also
discussed. As a result of these discussions, the US Fish and
Wildlife Service provided disease control reports to hatchery
staff.

Department Responses to Concerns

In this section we present the responses of the Department to the
major concerns raised by the team members.

The Department believes that, given current mitigation
requirements, water availability, and physical holding space in
the hatcheries, it is operating these hatcheries in the manner
likely to cause the least competition between hatchery and
naturally spawned fish. Further, we believe that under current
practices our hatchery fish are unlikely to significantly lessen
the genetic variability of salmon and steelhead in the Klamath
and Trinity rivers.

Strong feelings were expressed that the Department should convert
entirely to a yearling program for chinook salmon. Our
hatcheries do not have the capacity to hold enough yearling
chinook salmon to meet mitigation requirements for all races, nor
are we convinced that an exclusively yearling program is
desirable. Management decisions by the Klamath Fisheries
Management Council and the Pacific Fishery Management Council are
based on smolt releases. While we are committed to emphasizing
natural production and to conserving wild stocks where they
exist, we are also obligated to manage our fisheries to provide
opportunities for sport and commercial fishers. Restricting
hatchery production to only yearling releases could significantly
reduce the size and number of fish available in the ocean.

Unless new information becomes available to us demonstrating
conclusively that smolt releases in late May and June have
significant detrimental effects on naturally spawning
populations, we will continue to release chinook advanced
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fingerlings (not parr) as well as yearlings, . This year, our
Natural Stocks Assessment Project plans to begin a pilot study
that will address time of entry and period of residency in the
estuary for hatchery and naturally produced salmonids.

Our smolt program is based on several considerations. Ocean
fishery management decisions are based on smolt releases. In
addition, smolt emigration is a natural occurrence for chinook
salmon in the Klajnath and Trinity systems. Finally, yearling
releases tend to result in increased returns of grilse and
produce smaller adults, reducing opportunities for ocean fishers.

We are exploring the potential for increased yearling production
at Iron Gate Hatchery. We are exploring the questions of
adequate water supply and funding. We understand that water flow
and quality in the Klamath River are largely dependent on how
much water remains in the river following diversions for
agricultural and other uses outside California and on how much
cold water is stored in the depths of Iron Gate Reservoir. In
light of this, we are prepared to negotiate for conversion of
some of our advanced fingerling production at Iron Gate Hatchery
to a corresponding level of yearling production, provided that
water of acceptable quality and in sufficient quantity is made
available.

The Department believes that mitigation for coho salmon at
Trinity River Hatchery is appropriate. Trapping records show
that this species occurred above the present dam site. The team
was provided references on this issue.

The Department does not consider the figure of 9,000 chinook
salmon adults returning to Trinity River Hatchery excessive. We
do not believe that these adults have a detrimental genetic
effect on Trinity River chinook salmon stocks. We contend that
there must always be adults returning to the hatchery site in
excess of the number required for egg collection when the
hatchery is functioning properly.

We concur with the team findings regarding Trinity River
steelhead. A goal-oriented investigation is badly needed to find
ways to meet mitigation goals and restore this valuable resource.

The Department shares the concerns of the Review Team over
disposition of excess eggs and grade-outs. Our goal has been and
continues to be to take eggs throughout each run, with the take
being in proportion to the magnitude and duration of the run.
Our policy, stated in the goals and constraints documents, is to
destroy excess eggs or fry or to use them for other, nonadromous
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programs,

We concur with the team that use of the terra "enhancement" to
describe part of the production at the two hatcheries is
inappropriate. The use of the term is inaccurate and the fish
described by it are correctly considered part of the production
needed to meet mitigation requirements. "Enhancement" will be
used only when referring to production in excess of mitigation
requirements. For Iron Gate and Trinity River hatcheries, this
means that it will not be used, since the Department has no plans
for production except that necessary for prescribed mitigation.

The Department supports interim artificial propagation programs
where appropriate. These temporary programs under our
jurisdiction must operate in accordance with State regulations
and guidelines and must be confined to areas where natural
production is insufficient to fully utilize available habitat.
Proposals for initiation of new projects or continuance of
existing projects must undergo a formal review process and be
approved by the Department prior to implementation. The review
procedures of the Trinity River Basin Fish and Wildlife Task
Force follow its 1991 Policy and Procedures for Use of Interim
Artificial Propagation Under the Trinity River Restoration
Program to Accelerate the Restoration of the Anadromous Salmonid
Fish in the Trinity River Basin for proposed projects in the
Trinity system. Although it incorporates California's laws,
policies, and guidelines pertinent to interim rearing, projects
approved under it are still subject to State approval and
permitting requirements.

Our greatest genetic concern for salmon and steelhead is mixing
fish from different stocks. Our statewide policy prohibits
artificial movement of stocks between basins without the written
approval of the appropriate Regional Manager, the Chief of Inland
Fisheries Division, and the Deputy Director for fisheries. Such
movements and mixing are discouraged. Our hatchery personnel
take great care to ensure that stocks are not mixed during
hatchery operations. Genetic mixing of hatchery and naturally
reproducing components of a stock is of less concern to us than
is interbasin or other mixing between different stocks.

We believe that, provided there is no interbasin or interstock
mixing, the potential for losing genetic variability because of
hatchery production is not significant for mixed-component
stocks, which have a hatchery and a naturally reproducing
component, under our current anadromous hatchery practices.

First, except in the cases of the endangered Sacramento River
winter-run chinook salmon and the Carmel River steelhead,
anadromous hatcheries in California, unlike trout hatcheries, do
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not maintain breeding stocks of adults. Because egg donors are
randomly selected at the hatchery, genetic drift is not as likely
to occur as it is in situations in which a small broodstock is
cultured or maintained from year to year. Each year, anadromous
hatcheries capture and spawn an essentially random subset in most
years of the entire population that has successfully entered the
hatchery. It could be argued that this subset has less genetic
variability than the whole population, but we contend that this
is unlikely. If the hatchery spawners are taken randomly from
throughout a run and in proportion to its magnitude, then it is
more likely that the hatchery adult spawning population will
generally reflect the genetic variability of the portion of the
spawning population that would have spawned at or above the
hatchery site.

Second, the offspring of the hatchery-spawned adults are released
into the natural environment where they become susceptible, like
their naturally spawned cousins, to predation, competition, and
all of the other limiting factors that are present in that
environment, both in fresh and salt water. These limiting
factors take their toll, and individuals lacking the genetic
makeup necessary for survival usually die before reaching
adulthood. This tends to remove, or cause to occur at low
frequencies, any "undesirable" genes that may have been present
at increased frequency in the hatchery population when it was
released. This natural culling process may be reduced, however,
by trucking the hatchery product to the estuary, which also
increases straying of returning adults.

Finally, the adult survivors produced at the hatchery and those
produced naturally return to spawn. Some of the hatchery fish
spawn naturally with other hatchery fish, but some spawn with
naturally produced fish. When the hatchery captures its adults,
some of them are hatchery products, but others are products of
natural spawning. What this means is that there is a two-way
exchange of genetic material between the hatchery component and
the naturally produced component. This, in conjunction with the
effects on survival of the natural environment, works against
selection in the population as a whole for genes that might
initially appear at increased frequency in groups of hatchery
fish when they are released. Therefore, the genetic diversity of
the stock remains intact.

Under an ideal situation/ we would operate hatcheries so that
hatchery fish would leave the hatchery site at the same times,
the same sizes, and in the same numbers that preproject naturally
produced fish would have passed the site on their seaward
migration. This would more closely mimic preexisting natural
conditions. We recognize that this would be unrealistic under
current budget and hatchery size constraints and that flow t
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regimes have been altered by the projects for which mitigation
fish are produced. We will continue to evaluate our hatchery
operations and production and improve them as new technology and.
methodology becomes available. However, we believe our
anadromous hatcheries are being operated to approximate natural
conditions to the extent possible.

In summary, we conclude this section with the observation that
hatcheries are a necessary part of California's salmon and
steelhead conservation program. They exist to produce fish to
replace natural production that was lost in areas above dams. We
consider unreasonable the assumption that full preproject
production levels can be met in the absence of hatcheries. No
amount of habitat restoration down stream can replace the habitat
that has been forever lost upstream to dams. The Department
recognizes that hatcheries must be operated in a manner that has
the least affect on naturally spawning stocks. The Department
will do all that it can to insure against harming natural stocks,
while meeting mitigation goals and providing reasonable
opportunities to sport and commercial fishers.

Findings and Actions Planned by the Department

The Department plans to undertake the following six actions
related to future production at Iron Gate and Trinity River
hatcheries:

1. Fall chinook salmon egg take at Iron Gate Hatchery will be
reduced to 12 million per year. This will be incorporated
into the goals and constraints for Iron Gate Hatchery. The
18 million egg figure is excessive and was derived at a time
when the Department believed that maximum hatchery
production was a desirable goal. In reality/ this goal has
not been reached in most years;

2. The production goals and constraints for the two hatcheries,
which are currently undergoing revision will not refer to
"enhancement" fish, but will refer to all production as
mitigation fish;

3. The revised goals and constraints will specify that no pre-
smolts will be planted, and that excess eggs or fry will be
destroyed or used for purposes other than release into
anadromous waters;

4. We will seek funding from the Trinity River Basin Fish and
Wildlife Task Force or the US Bureau of Reclamation for a
study to develop a program for steelhead population
restoration. The study will emphasize the need for
management to assure that steelhead mitigation goals can be
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met;

5. We will request Pacif ic Power and Light Company to review
potential water supplies f rom Copco Lake, Iron Gate
Reservoir, Fall Creek, and groundwater sources to determine
if adequate water of proper quality exists that could be
provided for an expanded yearling program at Iron Gate
Hatchery. The utility company is cooperating with us in
solving the incubator water quality problem. They will
install a filtration system or ground water pumping
equipment at the hatchery to provide adequate water quality
to hatchery incubators;

6. . We will continue to release our hatchery production at times
and under conditions that most closely approximate natural
patterns while minimizing competition with naturally
produced fish. Smolt releases will taJce place as late in
spring as possible to avoid competition with naturally
spawned fish, yet ensure that hatchery fish avoid mortality
from high river water temperatures. Trucking of hatchery
fish will be considered only under extreme emergency
conditions when release at the hatchery site would result in
greater than 50 percent planting mortality.
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IRON. GATE HATCHERY

?roduction Goals and Constraints

CHINOOK

Mitigation - (Pacific Power)

A Take all eggs available up to incubator capacity (18,000,000).
Eggs taken shall be distributed throughout the season. No
excess egos shall be retained and any excess adults trapped
shall be marked and returned to the river unspanned, except
that those salmon bearing adipose (Ad) fin clips (indicating
the presence of coded-wire tags) shall be retained to permit
recovery of the tags.

B. From these 18,000,000 eggs, rear and plant 6,000,000 smolts
(attempt to meet 90 per pound guidelines) prior to May 31.
When downstream water conditions are compatible, tne release
may be delayed as late as June 15 to allow release of larger
smolts.

Retain 1,400,000 fish for the approved enhancement programs
listed below.

All fish excess to hatchery mitigation requirements, or
approved on-site enhancement and Klamath ponds enhancement
needs will be carried as long as compatible with A, 3, and C
above and then released at Iron Gate Hatchery site prior to
April 15.

ENHANCEMENT - (Department of Fish and Game)

A. Yearling Program

1. About 900,000 will be reared at Iron Gate and released at
the Hatchery site.

2. About 180,000 will be reared under contract at the Fall
Creek Ponds and released at the Iron Gate Hatchery site.

3. Dp to 300,000 will be reared in Klamath River Rearing
Ponds and, except for Camp Creek, the yearlings will be
released at the rearing site.

STEELHEAD

A. Mitigation

1. Take 1,000,000 eggs. All excess adults shall be marked
and returned to the river unspawned. Egg take shall be
distributed throughout the season.
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2. From these we will grade out 250,000 large fingerlings by
September 1, to rear 200,000 yearlings.

3. The small fish from the grading will be planted in Iron
Gate ReservoLr-—i-f—a-^fxco^ed by Pathology. These shall be
marked with a RP or LP TTrT^lip on alternating year
classes for evTiuataonTrfthe reservoir.

COHO

A. Mitigation.

1. Take 500,000 eggs distributed throughout the run, and from
these rear 75,000 yearlings for planting at the Hatchery
site (soft shell problems necessitates the large number of
eggs). Adults returning to the hatchery that are excess
to those needed to obtain the 500,000-egg target will be
marked and returned to the river unspawned, except that
those salmon bearing Ad fin clips (indicating the presence
of coded-wire tags) shall be retained to permit recovery
of the tags.

B. Enhancement

1. Surplus fingerlings from the 500,000 eggs will be planted
in Beaver, Elk and Indian creeks in the spring. This
program shall be terminated upon completion of planting BY
1988 and an evaluation shall be submitted to the Chief of
the Inland Fisheries Division no later than June 1, 1994.
Evaluation shall be done by Region 1 personnel by carcass
counts and juvenile surveys.

Excess Eggs

No eggs of any species excess to the above quotas will be taken
without the advance, written authori2ation of the Chief, Inland
Fisheries Division. Regardless, if excess eggs are taken in early
phases of the runs, as insurance against potential shortages/
later eggs will be taken in order to spread the egg take
throughout the run. All excess early eggs will be destroyed
unless needed for resident inland programs.

As further data are developed, this plan may be modified with
approval by the Regional Manager of Region 1 and the Chief, Inland
Fisheries Division. t
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TSZNITY RIVER HATCHERS

Production Goals and Constraints

C-.INCCK

Mitigation - (Bureau cf Reclamation.;

A. Soring Run - Take 3 ,000,000 eggs. Ixcass adults will be marked and returned
te the river unspawned. except'that these salmon bearing adipose (Ac) fin
clips (indicating the presence cf ceded-vire tags) may be retained tc permit
recovery of the tags.

1. Plant 1,000,000 smelts and 400,000 yearlings. All grade—ruts sh2.ll be
released at the hatchery sits.

5. "all ran - Take 5,000,000 eggs. Ixcess adults will be sarked and returned
tc the river unscawned, excarrc that, these salmon bearing Ac fin clips
{ indicatinc the crasence cf cc:ded—vire tagsl nay be regained to permit
reccvery cf the tags.

1. Plant 2 ,000 ,000 s^ici-^ and 300,000 yearlings. All grade-cuts shall be
released ac the hatchery site. ._.

C. Because of IHN, all chir.cck prccucsd/reared at Trinity ?.iver Hatchery rvill
be slanted aicve the iicu'ch cf ^~ie Ncnh Tork Trinity Piver. Any excscticns
~c this recuirsment niusc have advance written acoccval cf the Chief, Inland
Fisheries Division.

- (Decar~nent cf Fish and Game)

A. 400,000 fail run yearlings reared at Trinity River Eacchery and released at
hatchery site.

ccrec

Mitigation - (U.S. Bureau cf Reclamation)

A. Take 1,200,000 eggs. F_xcess adults will be marked and returned to the rive:
unspawned, except that those salmon bearing Ac fin clips (indicating the
presence of ceded-wire tags) aav be retained to perrait recovery cf the tags.
Rear 500,000 yearlings for release at Trinity River Hatchery. All
grade—cuts will be released at the hatchery site.

B. Excess eggs are quarantined cue to the possibility of TEN.
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EMEANCZT^ENT

A. No enhancement.

Mitication - (U.S. Bureau of Reclamation)

A. Take 2 ,000 ,000 eccs. Lxcess adults -will be marked and returnee to the river
unspawned. Rear 300,000 yearlings fcr piancinc at Trinity River Hatchery.

5. After hatchery ncdemicaticn is completed, Sawmill ?cnd vili be used to rear
yearling steelhead grade—::uts (= these fish < 6 inches at ncnal spring
release tizne) for release as 2-year-^Dlcs the follcwir.c sprinc as a means cf
increasinc steelheac crccucrJ.cn at the hacchery. All 2-vear—:ld steelhead
will be released ar. TRE and/or Sawmill ?cnd.

C. Nc Ircn Gate eccs will be received at Triniry river Hatchery.

D. After hatchery mccemicaticn, steelhead -ever 24 inches in lenczh nay be
trapped at the Willcw Creek Weir and spawned at Trinity River Eacchery.
These fish will be reared secaranely frcm fish spa'vned ai: Trinity River
Hatcher*' and will be marked and released ac the hatchery site. This prrcram
will be evaluated in 1S94.

Excess Ices

No eccs cf anv scecies excess tc the abcve quotas will be taken without the
advance, written authorisation of the Chief, Inland'Fisheries Division.
Recardless, if excess sees are taken in early chases cf the runs, as insurance
acainst potential shcrtaces, later eccs will be taken in order to spread the ecc
take thrcuchout the rjn. All axcess early eccs will be destroyed.

As further data are developed, this clan will be modified as needed.
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REPORT TO THE KLAMATH RIVER FISHERIES TASK FORCE, MARCH 30-31, 1993.

TITLE: FISH AND ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION ACTIVITIES TO BE IMPLEMENTED IN
FISCAL YEAR 1994 BY AGENCIES OF THE U.S. DEPARTMENT OF INTERIOR IN
THE KLAMATH BASIN.

The U.S. Department of Interior is represented in the Klarnath Basin by the
Fish and Wildlife Service, Bureau of Indian Affairs, Bureau of Land
Management, Bureau of Reclamation, and Geological Survey. Primary
landholdings of Interior are located in the upper basin above Iron Gate Dam.
Timber production and grazing are the primary land uses on Interior land.

A survey of area offices within the basin revealed the following activities.
Activities are lumped as they apply to specific objectives in the long range
fishery restoration plan.

Objective 2.C Protect and improve the water quality of stream habitat from
adverse agricultural practices.

Geological Survey -- Conducting a water quality study in Upper Klamath
Lake. Focusing on external nutrient loading, causes and potential
remedies. Trying to develop a model for determining impacts on lake
water quality at varying levels of marsh restoration, riparian
restoration, and nutrient supply reductions. CIS Technology is to be
utilized. Study began in 1992, expected to be completed in 1997.

Proposed activities for 1994: USGS will continue field data collection
and begin actual assessment of nutrient loading by surface flow. They
will begin to focus work on groundwater nutrient supply.

Bureau of Reclamation (Denver office) — Developing an "Agency Basin
Management Plan" for Agency Lake (adjacent to Upper Klamath Lake). Will
be a comprehensive management plan for controlling nutrient loading,
restoring natural marsh areas to improve water quality and to establish
rearing habitat for endangered suckers.

Proposed activities for 1994: Analysis of data collected in prior years;
development of a report.

Bureau of Reclamation (Klamath Project) — Funded HSU Professor Bob
Gearheart to do a "paper study" of feasibility of marsh restoration.
Objective of the study is to determine potential for increasing fish and
waterfowl habitat and increasing water storage capacity in Upper Klamath
Lake. Study to be completed in early FY1994.

Fish and Wildlife Service -- Toxicity studies being conducted to
determine impacts of natural and man caused pollutants on endangered
sucker species. Work being conducted in Upper Klamath, Tule, and Lower
Klaraath Lakes. Study to be completed in 1993. '92 work focused on
juvenile stage, '93 work focusing on larval stage (30-day old)
bioassays. Determining tolerance levels to pH, dissolved oxygen,
ammonia concentration, and water temperature.



Proposed activities for 1994: Researchers hope to validate laboratory
findings by sampling and observing fish in the lakes. Report on
laboratory work will be finalized.

Bureau of Land Management -- Purchasing Wood River Ranch. Will restore
marshes. Potential increase of waterfowl and fish habitat.

Proposed activities for FY1994: Evaluate effectiveness of marsh
restoration in improving water quality and in providing fish and
wildlife refugia.

Bureau of Land Management -- Member of a Coordinated Resource Management
Plan (CRMP) group in the Spencer Creek watershed (a tributary of the
Klamath River above Iron Gate Dam). The goal of the CRMP is to improve
environmental conditions, including instream habitat conditions, by
implementing better grazing and timber harvest techniques.

Proposed activities in FY1994: Continue participation.

Bureau of Land management -- Participating in a land exchange in Jenny
Creek. Will acquire the 1,200 acre Box-0 Ranch which contains about 2.5
miles of Jenny Creek, a tributary to the upper Klamath River.
Completion of the restoration effort will take approximately 5 years.

Proposed activities in FY1994: Extensive riparian restoration work
using volunteer work crews, in cooperation with local landowners and
interest groups. Fencing, planting, and 16 instream restoration
projects are scheduled.

Klamath Tribe -- Partially funded through BIA to monitor water quality
of the Sprague and Williamson Rivers and Upper Klamath Lake, to develop
a model which may determine potential impacts to the ecosystem through
continued nutrient loading. Another objective is to assess potential
impacts of marsh and riparian restoration. (Project similar to USGS
study. Both agencies are trying to dovetail efforts.) 1991/92 sampling
in low runoff year to be compared with 1992/93 high runoff year.

Proposed activities in 1994: Nutrient budget will be developed for upper
Klamath Lake. Final report expected early in calendar 1994. Lake
monitoring effort will be reduced in FY1994. Analysis and write up of
previously collected data will be primary focus.

Objective 2.E Protect salmon and steelhead habitat from harmful effects of
water and power projects in the Klamath Basin.

Fish and Wildlife Service -- The long term recovery plan is to be
completed and distributed to the public by April, 1993. Development of
this recovery plan is required by the Endangered Species Act. The
recovery plan focuses on habitat restoration and, in some cases, habitat
modification to restore endangered sucker populations.

Proposed activities in FY1994: Many habitat and population monitoring
projects called for in the plan are already underway, and will be



continued. Habitat enhancement project (placement of spawning
substrate) at Barkley Springs will occur.

Objective 3. Restore the habitat of anadromous fish of the Klamath River
Basin by using appropriate methods that address the factors that limit the
production of these species.

Bureau of Land Management -- The Land Management Plan for the Shasta
Valley and upper Xlamath River area should be finalized by June, 1993.

Proposed activities for FY1994: Some land acquisitions are proposed for
'94 unless opposition arises from local government. Lands containing
Shasta River and tributaries will be managed for fisheries values.

Objective 4: Strive to protect the genetic diversity of anadromous fishes in
the Klamath River Basin.

Fish and Wildlife Service (Arcata Office) -- Following a phase-out of
net harvest monitoring in '93, work in the Klamath Basin (excluding the
Trinity River) will be dependent to a large degree on what proposals are
funded. Proposals will cover work such as green sturgeon monitoring,
outmigrant salmonid monitoring, and a possible continuation of Blue
Creek studies.

Bureau of Indian Affairs -- The agency will assist in developing the
Yurok Tribe's fisheries program; will phase out the USFWS contract work
on the lower Klamath River; will develop a contract with Humboldt State
University to assist in development of the Yurok Tribe's fisheries
program.


